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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mrs. EMERSON). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC, 
April 27, 2005. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable JO ANN 
EMERSON to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

J. DENNIS HASTERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f 

PRAYER 

The Reverend Fred S. Hollomon, 
Chaplain, Kansas Senate, Topeka, Kan-
sas, offered the following prayer: 

Heavenly Father, there are some 
time-honored proverbs and maxims 
which have been helpful in making de-
cisions, but some of them are not al-
ways appropriate for our situation. 

For instance, there are some sleeping 
dogs which really should be awakened. 
There are some squeaking wheels 
which do not deserve any grease. There 
are some boats which not only need to 
be rocked but need to be sunk. 

Please give us the wisdom, O God, to 
decide which dogs to wake up, which 
squeaks to ignore, which boats to sink. 

I pray in the name of Jesus Christ. 
Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair has examined the Journal of the 
last day’s proceedings and announces 
to the House her approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved. 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Madam Speaker, pur-
suant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a 
vote on agreeing to the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the Speaker’s approval 
of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Madam Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. DAVIS) 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky led the 
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Monahan, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed a concur-
rent resolution of the following title in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested:

S. Con. Res. 28. Concurrent Resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress on World 
Intellectual Property Day regarding the im-
portance of protecting intellectual property 
rights globally.

f 

INTRODUCTION OF THE REVEREND 
FRED HOLLOMAN AS GUEST 
CHAPLAIN 

(Mr. MORAN of Kansas asked and 
was given permission to address the 

House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, I am honored today to intro-
duce to the House of Representatives 
the Reverend Fred Holloman of To-
peka, Kansas. Reverend Holloman is a 
retired Southern Baptist minister and 
is currently a member of New Begin-
nings Baptist Church in Topeka, Kan-
sas. 

Reverend Holloman retired in 2002 
after serving 50 years in the ministry. 
He had attended seminary at South-
western Baptist Theological Seminary 
in Fort Worth, Texas, after graduating 
from the University of Alabama. After 
serving in Oklahoma and Missouri, 
Reverend Holloman moved to Kansas 
in 1958. He was pastor in Baxter 
Springs, Manhattan, Lawrence, and 
Kansas City before concluding his ca-
reer as a Baptist minister with a 15-
year tenure in Topeka. 

I am especially glad to be intro-
ducing my friend Reverend Holloman 
today because he served as the chap-
lain of the Kansas Senate during my 
time there. Fred was there a lot longer 
in the Kansas Senate than I. He has 
served as the senate chaplain for now 
24 years, where he is known for his wit 
and his incisive thought when he deliv-
ers his invocation, but also known as 
someone who cares and has compassion 
for every member of our legislature 
and their families. 

Many of Reverend Holloman’s rel-
atives have joined us today and are in 
attendance. He and his wife, Pat, have 
nine children. His children and grand-
children have come here to our Na-
tion’s Capital all the way from Texas 
and Kansas. 

Please join me in welcoming the Rev-
erend Holloman to the United States 
House of Representatives. 
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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will now entertain ten 1-minutes 
from each side. 

f 

THE FIRST 100 DAYS OF THE 109TH 
CONGRESS 

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. FOLEY. Madam Speaker, in the 
first 100 days of this Congress, we have 
passed class action fairness to combat 
lawsuit abuse. We have passed a supple-
mental appropriation funding our 
troops and their successful war in Iraq. 
We have passed a budget resolution. We 
have enforced and passed the REAL ID 
Act and border security, implementing 
driver’s license reforms, defending our 
borders, strengthening deportation 
laws. We have passed the death tax re-
peal, the bankruptcy bill, and the Job 
Training Improvement Act. These are 
significant accomplishments. 

Some on the other side of the aisle 
would prefer to bring down the char-
acter of a man that leads this Cham-
ber. I suggest when my colleagues are 
out of ideas and out of opportunities, 
they attack other people. 

It is time to get our own House in 
order. Lead forth the American people 
on behalf of the American people and 
stop this name calling, finger pointing, 
and derogatory accusations. 

America’s House of Representatives 
is much better than that. Let us lead 
by example. Let us not lead by destruc-
tion.

f 

FRIENDS FOR THE CHILDREN 

(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Madam Speaker, 
in 1993 a gentleman in my community, 
Duncan Campbell, provided three full-
time friends for 24 at-risk children, 
children who were at the bottom of the 
barrel, children who were guaranteed 
to fail, not just poor but without fam-
ily support. 

With the efforts of these full-time 
mentors and this innovative program, 
we have produced stunning results over 
the course of the last 12 years. Ninety-
eight percent of these children are still 
in school. Ninety-seven percent have 
passing grades. Ninety-eight percent 
have never been incarcerated. Ninety-
seven percent do not use drugs or alco-
hol on a regular basis. 

Today, this program has spread 
across the country. It is in 11 different 
communities with over 600 children. 
First Lady Laura Bush is expected to 
visit the Friends of Children program 
in Portland tomorrow. I commend her 
for taking the time to visit with the 
kids and learning more about this pro-
gram. 

Tomorrow, the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. CHABOT), my colleague, and I are 

introducing legislation that would au-
thorize $7.5 million for Friends of Chil-
dren to support local programs at ex-
isting sites and disseminate this infor-
mation to policy-makers around the 
country to make a commitment to im-
proving the lives of at-risk children.

f 

THE MINUTEMEN PROJECT 
(Mr. PRICE of Georgia asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, government waste, fraud, and 
abuse have taken every shape and form 
one can imagine, and now it is even af-
fecting our lax immigration policies. 

The U.S. Government recently spent 
close to $240 million to help our border 
patrol with the latest technology. The 
problem is the equipment does not 
work. That is right, $240 million and 
the government is left with a bunch of 
useless equipment. Sounds like we 
ought to get a refund. 

The border patrol needs all the help 
it can get, and for the last few weeks, 
hundreds of concerned citizens formed 
the largest Neighborhood Watch in Ari-
zona, the Minuteman Project. Their 
goal is to help spot illegal aliens cross-
ing the border from Mexico. 

Ordinary people watching the border 
and easily spotting aliens illegally 
crossing should outrage every single 
Member of Congress. How can we claim 
to be for national security, for the rule 
of law, when such incredible violation 
takes place in front of our very own 
eyes? 

Madam Speaker, America is a very 
generous Nation, but we are allowing 
our laws to be broken and our borders 
to be violated without consequence. 

It is long past time we secure our 
borders, reevaluate our immigration 
laws, and get serious about national se-
curity. 

f 

GM AND THE AMERICAN FISCAL 
CRISIS 

(Mr. EMANUEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. EMANUEL. Madam Speaker, it 
used to be said that what is good for 
GM is good for the country. Well, 
things are not so great for GM. What 
does that say about America? 

Their cars are not selling because 
they face skyrocketing health care 
costs that put them at a competitive 
disadvantage with Toyota and other 
companies. 

For every car GM produces, they ac-
tually spend more on health care than 
on steel. Yet it is not the United States 
Congress, the White House, seeking to 
help GM out of this problem. GM’s 
knight in shining armor is Toyota. 

On Monday, Toyota’s chairman said 
the Japanese auto maker was consid-
ering raising its prices in order to give 
American car makers some breathing 
room. 

Here is what former Governor John 
Engler from Michigan said of the GM 
crisis: We cannot, with the deficits we 
face today, step in and help this com-
pany get back on its feet. 

We are too deep in debt to save hun-
dreds of thousands of jobs and help an 
American company compete and win. 

Today, we are facing a fiscal crisis 
that is stripping America of its ability 
to compete and win. The health care 
crisis facing General Motors is the 
same health care crisis facing the Fed-
eral Government and every American 
family, and yet we are in debt of nearly 
$8 trillion and unable to compete and 
win in today’s economy. 

f 

CONGRATULATING VILLA MA-
DONNA ACADEMY ON ITS FORTH-
COMING CENTENNIAL ANNIVER-
SARY 

(Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today to congratulate 
the Villa Madonna Academy of Villa 
Hills, Kentucky, on its forthcoming 
centennial anniversary on May 14, 2005. 

Villa Madonna Academy carries a 
long, distinguished reputation of pre-
paring students to respect themselves 
and others, to have a sense of self-dis-
cipline, to accept personal responsi-
bility for their attitudes and actions, 
and to dedicate themselves to aca-
demic excellence and lifelong learning. 

Villa Madonna Academy has dem-
onstrated its academic distinction by 
being the only greater Cincinnati-
northern Kentucky area high school to 
receive designation, under two separate 
criteria, as a U.S. Department of Edu-
cation Blue Ribbon School of Excel-
lence two consecutive years in 2002 and 
2003. 

Villa Madonna Academy’s partner-
ship with the nearby Benedictine Sis-
ters of St. Walburg Monastery provides 
opportunities for area youth to partici-
pate in a variety of sports activities 
and be outstanding neighbors in our 
community. 

Once again, I want to congratulate 
the students, teachers and alumni of 
the Villa Madonna Academy on its cen-
tennial anniversary and to thank them 
for being such fine individuals and 
stewards of our community.

f 

WORKERS’ RIGHTS IN BREWER, 
MAINE 

(Mr. MICHAUD asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. MICHAUD. Madam Speaker, an 
all-out attack on workers’ rights is 
happening in Brewer, Maine; and I 
come to the House floor today to tell 
DHL that it is time for them to stop 
their assault. 

These Brewer workers have borne the 
brunt of these union-busting practices, 
and they are paying the price. For 
many, the price of their jobs has been 
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too much for them and their families 
to bear. Workers have been fired. Many 
were put on the street with no sever-
ance pay, no insurance, and no assist-
ance to make ends meet. Management 
has reverted to using interrogation and 
coercion to keep workers in line. 

This is simply outrageous. I know as 
a union member how important unions 
are to ensure better jobs and basic pro-
tection of rights. I will do all I can to 
assure that their rights are protected. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF CHIL-
LICOTHE POLICE OFFICER 
LARRY COX 

(Mr. NEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. NEY. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to honor the life of Chillicothe, 
Ohio, police officer Larry Cox. 

Officer Cox was a man of dignity and 
compassion. A 19-year veteran of the 
Chillicothe police force in Chillicothe, 
Ohio, Officer Cox was a devoted law en-
forcement official who had dedicated 
his life to one of our Nation’s noblest 
fights, keeping our children away from 
drugs. 

As a DARE officer, Officer Cox was 
able to provide impressionable elemen-
tary school students with the guidance 
and support that many could not find 
elsewhere. 

This past Thursday evening as Offi-
cer Cox walked home from visiting his 
parents in Chillicothe, Ohio, he sur-
prised a fleeing robbery suspect who 
then shot and killed him in an utterly 
senseless act of violence. 

It is times like these that we ques-
tion the world we live in, but we must 
not let this senseless act blind us from 
the goodness that is all around, the 
compassion of our teachers, the inno-
cence of our children, and the ultimate 
bravery of our law enforcement offi-
cials. For it is these things that Officer 
Cox was born of and ultimately died 
for. 

So I stand here today to honor the 
life of Officer Larry Cox, to honor each 
and every law enforcement official that 
risks their life to protect the most 
treasured pieces of our community. Of-
ficer Cox understood these treasures 
and the paramount importance of car-
ing for others; and though his body has 
left us, his spirit of bravery, dignity, 
and compassion will forever be found in 
our communities. 

f 

CLOSING THE HEALTH CARE DI-
VIDE: PRINCIPLES FOR AD-
DRESSING RACIAL AND ETHNIC 
HEALTH DISPARITIES 

(Ms. SOLIS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Ms. SOLIS. Madam Speaker, today I 
rise to announce the adoption of the 
Democratic principles that will be un-
veiled today that will seek to elimi-
nate racial and ethnic health care dis-
parities. 

The community that I represent is 
multicultural. Sixty percent of the 
residents are Latino, 20 percent are 
Asian Pacific Islander, and 40 percent 
of those residents in my district were 
born outside of the United States, and 
many of them cannot afford to pay for 
medical coverage. 

Unfortunately, our health care sys-
tem is not meeting the needs of all 
these people, who in most cases are 
children.

b 1015 

For racial and ethnic minorities, as 
for most all communities, the lack of 
health insurance is a major barrier in 
quality health care. In our Nation, 
there are over 43.3 million people who 
do not have any form of health care 
coverage. 

A staggering 1 in 3 Latinos in this 
country are uninsured. Actively chal-
lenging the racial and ethnic inequal-
ities affecting all branches of our 
health care system is key to helping 
the Latino community achieve better 
health care. 

These Democratic principles address 
the many health disparities plaguing 
our communities. I strongly support 
these principles and stand united with 
my colleagues to end racial and ethnic 
health disparity. We must make this a 
national priority for our country. 

f 

SOCIAL SECURITY 

(Mr. CHOCOLA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Madam Speaker, So-
cial Security was created in 1935, and 
over the decades has become a vital re-
source to millions of Americans. But 
demographic realities have changed 
over the past 70 years. Now fewer work-
ers, more retirees, and longer life spans 
will cause Social Security’s promised 
benefits to exceed the system’s income 
by 2017. 

If we do not act now to strengthen 
Social Security, the system that so 
many depend upon today will be unable 
to meet its promises to tomorrow’s re-
tirees, and it will burden our children 
and grandchildren with exhaustive 
taxes. 

The Social Security Trustees, the 
Comptroller General of the United 
States, and the Chairman of the Fed-
eral Reserve Board have all agreed that 
the sooner we act, the smaller and less 
abrupt the changes will be. 

So, Madam Speaker, I encourage all 
my colleagues to consider all the op-
tions now and work toward a bipar-
tisan solution that renews Social Secu-
rity’s promises for future generations. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO HARLINGEN HIGH 
SCHOOL 

(Mr. HINOJOSA asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HINOJOSA. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to ask my colleagues to join 
me in congratulating Harlingen High 
School for being selected as one of the 
2005 College Board Inspiration Awards. 
Harlingen High School is one of three 
exemplary high schools in the Nation 
being honored for their steadfast com-
mitment to fostering student success 
in some of America’s most poverty-
stricken communities. 

Each school receives a prize of $25,000 
to use in furthering its academic goals. 
The Inspiration awards recognize out-
standing work in improving the aca-
demic environment and helping eco-
nomically disadvantaged students 
achieve the promise of a higher edu-
cation. 

I would like to congratulate the su-
perintendent, Dr. Linda Wade; the prin-
cipal, Richard Renaud; the teachers, 
students, and entire school community 
for their prestigious award. Harlingen 
High School is truly an inspiration for 
all of us who value education and aca-
demic excellence for all students. 

For the Hispanic community, it reaf-
firms our core faith in our own poten-
tial. Over 87 percent of the students at 
Harlingen High School are Hispanic 
and many of them are bilingual. Their 
motto is: ‘‘In relentless pursuit of stu-
dent success.’’

I urge my colleagues to join me in saluting 
Harlingen High School for its achievement and 
applauding the College Board for sponsoring 
the Inspiration Awards. May each year be 
more competitive than the last.

f 

CHILD INTERSTATE ABORTION 
NOTIFICATION ACT 

(Mr. MCHENRY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. MCHENRY. Madam Speaker, 
America as a Nation must defend life 
from the moment of conception to nat-
ural death. Later today, the House will 
take up H.R. 748, the Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act, introduced 
by my good friend, the gentlewoman 
from Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN). This 
bill will protect minors and their par-
ents from inconsistent State abortion 
laws. 

Currently, 23 States require a parent 
to be involved in a child’s abortion de-
cision, while 27 do not. This bill would 
prosecute anyone who transports a 
minor to a State without parental con-
sent laws with the purpose of under-
mining parental rights. It requires that 
any time a minor goes for an abortion, 
the physician must at least try to no-
tify the parents. 

Madam Speaker, we need to make 
sure that we have serious parental in-
volvement in these difficult and poten-
tially dangerous decisions. I urge my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to 
support this reasonable measure and 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on H.R. 748 later today. 

f 

ETHICS CRISIS IN THE HOUSE 
(Mr. CARNAHAN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
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for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. CARNAHAN. Madam Speaker, 
the ethics process in this House is bro-
ken. I believe the first duty of all 
House Members is to set and follow the 
highest ethical standards, not just toe 
the party line for either party. 

The complete breakdown of the long-
established bipartisan ethics process is 
a direct result of steps taken by this 
current majority. This includes actions 
taken by House Republicans to cripple 
the ethics enforcement process and to 
even purge fellow Republicans from the 
committee and staff for merely fol-
lowing what used to be fair and time-
honored rules in this last Congress. 

Madam Speaker, there is an ethics 
crisis in the House that will only get 
worse unless immediate action is 
taken. It is time for Republicans and 
Democrats to move quickly to fix the 
untenable and unprecedented situation 
that now exists. As a first step, this 
House must take up H.R. 131, a meas-
ure that will repeal the misguided 
House rules adopted at the beginning of 
this Congress that have led to a com-
plete shutdown of the bipartisan ethics 
process in the House. 

This House of the American people 
demands nothing less than strong bi-
partisan ethics rules. 

f 

THE CHILD INTERSTATE 
ABORTION NOTIFICATION ACT 

(Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, 34 States currently have pa-
rental consent laws when it comes to 
minors and abortion. Unfortunately, 
they are too often and too easily ig-
nored simply by going to another 
State. Today, the House is going to 
vote to make it a Federal crime to 
transport a minor across State lines 
for an abortion. 

This legislation would not affect 
State laws, but would prevent minors 
from being transported to evade a pa-
rental consent law in the girl’s home 
State. The average American parent 
would be outraged if some adult took 
their child across States lines for an 
abortion. 

The Child Interstate Abortion Notifi-
cation Act protects parents and minors 
from adults who might conspire with 
or even pressure them to cross into an-
other State for an abortion. This bill is 
for our kids and for a better America. 
I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote. 

f 

THE 95–10 INITIATIVE 

(Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Madam 
Speaker, last week the Pro-Life Demo-
cratic Members of Congress introduced 
an abortion reduction proposal called 

the 95–10 Initiative. This comprehen-
sive proposal of 15 different policy pro-
grams should reduce the number of 
abortions in America by 95 percent 
over the next 10 years by providing 
women with support, information, and 
viable alternatives to abortion. 

The initiative is a clear indication 
that pro-life Democrats in Congress, in 
conjunction with the Democrats for 
Life of America, are firmly committed 
to reducing abortions in America. By 
looking into the different reasons that 
women choose abortion rather than 
just politicizing the issue, we have 
been able to come up with a com-
prehensive and commonsense initiative 
that would empower women and en-
courage them to choose life. 

The 95–10 Initiative seeks to elimi-
nate the pressures that lead to abor-
tions through various measures, in-
cluding adoption tax credits, abortion 
referral information, adoption referral 
information, and fully funding the spe-
cial nutrition WIC program. 

Additionally, the initiative calls for 
expanding insurance coverage to preg-
nant women and to newborns, and re-
moves pregnancy as a preexisting 
health condition. I strongly urge my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to 
join the pro-life Democrats in sup-
porting a comprehensive 95–10 abortion 
reduction bill.

f 

AARP AND SOCIAL SECURITY 
REFORM 

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Speaker, the 
AARP has publicly denounced any 
plans to reform Social Security that 
might include personal savings retire-
ment accounts. They have taken out 
full-page ads claiming that investing 
for retirement is like playing the slot 
machines in Las Vegas. But the AARP 
Web site tells its senior members to in-
vest their money in a 401(k) or an IRA, 
and also says that seniors do not invest 
enough in retirement plans. Why are 
these retirement plans safe and advis-
able but personal retirement accounts 
through Social Security are too risky? 
In addition, the AARP has its own in-
vestment plan through Scudder Invest-
ments that invests in mutual funds and 
stock index funds. 

If the AARP exists to look out for 
the interests of retired persons and 
they advise their membership to invest 
their money in mutual funds and stock 
index funds, my colleagues, it seems 
suspect that they would not support a 
program that would allow some, some 
flexibility through the Social Security 
program.

f 

ILLEGAL IRAQ WAR 

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. KUCINICH. Madam Speaker, 771 
days ago, the United States illegally 
went to war against Iraq. Since then 
we have lost 1,574 of our finest, and the 
Iraqi people have lost tens of thousands 
of innocent civilians to the war. Some 
of us opposed the war from the start, 
but today we all know that America 
went to war based on false information 
given to this Congress and to the 
American people. Iraq had no weapons 
of mass destruction and was not an im-
minent threat, yet the war grinds on. 

America is building permanent bases 
in Iraq. The interim government has no 
credibility. Under the watchful eyes of 
our occupying army, the Iraqi people 
know full well policy is made in Wash-
ington, not Baghdad. And here in Con-
gress, we move on to other issues, 
while some are calling for more troops 
to move in. 

The administration built a theater of 
war with no exits. It is time for Con-
gress to build an exit from the Iraqi 
theater. In the next few days, I, along 
with other Members, will submit such 
a plan. 

f 

527 FAIRNESS ACT 
(Mr. PENCE asked and was given per-

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PENCE. Madam Speaker, the 
summer of 527s will long be remem-
bered in American politics. Groups or-
ganized on the left and the right under 
section 527 of the Internal Revenue 
Code spent more than $300 million to 
support candidates, while the two 
major political parties and the Na-
tion’s most respected labor units, asso-
ciations, businesses, and constitutional 
groups watched in silence from the 
sidelines. 

In response to the summer of 527s, 
some here in Washington, DC want to 
exert more regulation and control. But 
my colleague, the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. WYNN), a Democrat, and 
I have taken a different approach by 
introducing the bipartisan 527 Fairness 
Act. The Pence-Wynn bill restores 
basic fairness to the political parties 
and outside organizations instead of at-
tempting further regulation. 

Madam Speaker, when it comes to 
political speech, greater government 
control is never the answer. More free-
dom is. 

Now, The Washington Post calls the 
Pence-Wynn bill ‘‘a dangerous notion’’ 
that is ‘‘misguided.’’ And freedom is 
chaotic, but as Thomas Jefferson said, 
‘‘I would rather be exposed to the in-
conveniences attending too much lib-
erty than those attending too small a 
degree of it.’’ 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to consider Pence-Wynn and 
support us as we answer the summer of 
527s with more freedom, not less. 

f 

WEAKENED ETHICS RULES 
(Ms. WATSON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
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minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. WATSON. Madam Speaker, ear-
lier this year, the House Republican 
leadership purged the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct of three 
of the Republican Members. Serving on 
this committee, where one is charged 
with investigating and possibly 
reprimanding one’s own colleagues is 
not an easy assignment, but it is a very 
important one. 

The gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
HEFLEY), the chairman, and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE) 
and the gentleman from Missouri (Mr. 
HULSHOF) wanted to continue to serve 
on the committee, a committee unlike 
most in this Chamber, that worked in a 
bipartisan fashion. Could that have 
been their downfall? 

After losing his chairmanship, the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) 
told The Washington Post, and I am 
quoting, ‘‘There’s a bad perception out 
there that there was a purge in the 
committee and that people were put in 
that would protect our side of the aisle 
better than I did.’’

b 1030 
He continues, ‘‘No one should be 

there to protect anybody; they should 
be there to protect the integrity of the 
institution.’’ 

Madam Speaker, I could not have 
said it better myself. The integrity of 
the House is much more important 
than any one Member. It is time the 
Republican leadership learns that les-
son. 

f 

CUBAN POLICIES 
(Mr. FLAKE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks. 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in support and commend the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) and 
others for raising H. Con. Res. 81 to 
mark the 2-year anniversary on the 
latest crackdown on human rights in 
Cuba. This is simply the latest crack-
down. These have been occurring for 
more than 45 years now. 

I also commend those who have come 
to this city to encourage more travel 
to Cuba and allow more travel to Cuba. 
Recently, Fidel Castro’s government 
issued an edict to all state employees, 
which is by definition everyone on the 
island, saying they should have mini-
mal travel with tourists and travelers 
because it is, for one thing, promoting 
individualism. I would submit that is a 
very good thing, and we ought to want 
more of it. I would encourage this body 
to again, as we have done year after 
year after year, allow Americans the 
freedom to travel wherever they please. 

f 

RESTORE ETHICS RULES IN HOUSE 
(Mr. PALLONE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, ac-
cording to the morning papers, the Re-
publican majority may now be ready to 
drop its new ethics rules and restore 
stronger rules that were written by 
Democrats and Republicans. It is about 
time. 

We need to restore the old rules im-
mediately so the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct can begin in-
vestigating possible unethical behav-
ior, questionable actions that have 
been in the national papers over the 
last couple of months. 

As the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
DELAY), the majority leader, said back 
in November 1995: ‘‘The time has come 
that the American people know exactly 
what their representatives are doing 
here in Washington. Are they feeding 
at the public trough, taking lobbyist-
paid vacations, getting wined and dined 
by special interest groups, or are they 
working hard to represent their con-
stituents. The American people have a 
right to know.’’ 

That was the majority leader, the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), 10 
years ago. The majority leader was 
right. The American people deserve an-
swers; and, unfortunately, they will 
not get those answers under the weak-
ened ethics rules. Hopefully, the Re-
publican majority has come to its 
senses and will restore the old rules 
later this week. If the majority leader 
really believes his comments from 10 
years ago, I would think he would join 
us in our fight. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
EMERSON). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule 
XX, the pending business is the ques-
tion of the Speaker’s approval of the 
Journal of the last day’s proceedings. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. FLAKE. Madam Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 371, nays 47, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 15, as 
follows:

[Roll No. 135] 

YEAS—371

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 

Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 

Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 

Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 

Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Honda 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 

Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
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Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Stark 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 

Tauscher 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 

Wasserman 
Schultz 

Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Wexler 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 

NAYS—47

Baird 
Baldwin 
Brady (PA) 
Capuano 
Costello 
DeFazio 
Filner 
Ford 
Fossella 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutknecht 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hefley 
Hinchey 

Holt 
Kucinich 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LoBiondo 
Marshall 
McCotter 
McDermott 
Miller, George 
Moran (KS) 
Nadler 
Oberstar 
Peterson (MN) 
Ramstad 
Sabo 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Schakowsky 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Waters 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wu 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Tancredo 

NOT VOTING—15

Brown, Corrine 
English (PA) 
Fattah 
Gutierrez 
Hooley 

Hunter 
Kennedy (RI) 
Menendez 
Rothman 
Spratt 

Velázquez 
Watson 
Westmoreland 
Wicker 
Young (FL) 

So the Journal was approved. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to House 
Resolution 232, this time has been des-
ignated for the taking of the official 
photo of the House of Representatives 
in session. 

The House will be in a brief recess 
while the Chamber is being prepared 
for the photo. As soon as these prepara-
tions are complete, the House will im-
mediately resume its actual session for 
the taking of the photograph. 

About 5 minutes after that, the 
House will proceed with the business of 
the House. 

For the information of the Members, 
when the Chair says the House will be 
in order, we are ready to take our pic-
ture. That will be in just a few min-
utes. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 
12(a) of rule I, the Chair declares the 
House in recess while the Chamber is 
being prepared. 

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 59 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess while the Chamber was being pre-
pared.

f 

b 1100 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order at 11 a.m. 

(Thereupon, the Members sat for the 
official photograph of the House of 

Representatives for the 109th Con-
gress.) 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to clause 
12(a) of rule I, the Chair declares the 
House in recess subject to the call of 
the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 2 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

f 

b 1115 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. SIMPSON) at 11 o’clock 
and 15 minutes a.m. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H. RES. 22, EXPRESSING THE 
SENSE OF THE HOUSE THAT 
AMERICAN SMALL BUSINESSES 
ARE ENTITLED TO A SMALL 
BUSINESS BILL OF RIGHTS 

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 235 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 235

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in 
the House the resolution (H. Res. 22) express-
ing the sense of the House of Representatives 
that American small businesses are entitled 
to a Small Business Bill of Rights. The 
amendments to the resolution and the pre-
amble recommended by the Committee on 
Small Business now printed in the resolution 
are considered as adopted. The previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the resolution and preamble, as amended, to 
final adoption without intervening motion or 
demand for division of the question except: 
(1) one hour of debate equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Small 
Business; and (2) one motion to recommit, 
which may not contain instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from West Virginia (Mrs. 
CAPITO) is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. MATSUI), pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, H. Res. 22 calls for a 
commonsense Small Business Bill of 
Rights that spells out urgent actions 
that Congress should take to allow 
small businesses to thrive. 

Ninety percent of all employers in 
our country are small businesses, and 
70 percent of all new jobs created in 
America are created by these small lo-
cally owned businesses. Small busi-
nesses, stores, manufacturers, and 
farms drive the economic engine of 

many communities across the country. 
They truly are the backbone of Amer-
ica. 

Many obstacles confront a small 
business owner looking to expand his 
or her company to provide more jobs 
and investment.

Frivolous lawsuits are a constant and 
a costly threat to small businesses 
across the country. The rising cost of 
health care has made it difficult and, 
in many cases, impossible for small 
business owners to offer health care to 
their employees. Today, over 60 percent 
of small business employees do not 
have health insurance. 

Soaring energy costs make it dif-
ficult for small manufacturers to 
produce goods at a competitive price. 
The cost of natural gas and other feed-
stocks is taking up a larger and ever-
growing share of the budget of manu-
facturers. 

In the 109th Congress, the People’s 
house has already acted on several of 
the items called for in this resolution. 
Two weeks ago, we passed legislation 
to permanently repeal the death tax, a 
tax that puts a huge burden on small 
business owners and takes away re-
sources that are vital to families seek-
ing to keep farms and businesses in 
their family. 

Last week, we passed the Energy Pol-
icy Act of 2005 to help reduce the cost 
of energy. The legislation provides 
money for clean coal technology that 
will help coal continue to provide low-
cost energy while protecting our envi-
ronment. Provisions will also open new 
refineries and new oil reserves into the 
market. All of these measures will help 
lower the cost of energy for small busi-
nesses. 

In February, President Bush signed 
the Class Action Fairness Act into law. 
This law is a strong first step in lim-
iting frivolous lawsuits that burden 
our economy and destroy job growth. 

There is still much more to be done. 
In the past two Congresses, we passed 
legislation allowing for Association 
Health Plans. These plans would per-
mit small businesses to join together 
through trade associations across 
State lines to gain purchasing power in 
the health insurance market. 

Health insurance is the biggest chal-
lenge facing small business today, 
hands down. Many small business own-
ers want nothing more than to offer af-
fordable health care to all of their 
workers. These owners know their em-
ployees personally and know their em-
ployees’ spouses and children, making 
that decision not to offer health cov-
erage an agonizing one. Yet many 
small business owners make this choice 
because of the rising cost of health 
care. 

We must pass legislation to allow 
small businesses to have the same pur-
chasing power as large corporations in 
the health insurance market. 

With millions of small business em-
ployees among the uninsured, associa-
tion health plans are one of the most 
important things Congress can do for 
our Nation’s workers. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 00:08 Apr 28, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A27AP7.005 H27PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2559April 27, 2005
In order for small business to grow 

and produce more jobs in local econo-
mies, we must have pro-growth poli-
cies. A national energy policy, associa-
tion health plans, and legal reform are 
some of the important steps that will 
benefit small business owners and their 
employees alike. 

This resolution is an opportunity for 
Members to show their support of 
small business to continue moving for-
ward on crucial issues to protect exist-
ing jobs and spur economic develop-
ment. I urge my colleagues to join me 
in supporting the rule and the under-
lying resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from West Virginia 
for yielding me this time, and I yield 
myself such time as I might consume. 

(Ms. MATSUI asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks, and include extraneous mate-
rial.) 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in opposition to this closed rule. 
Once again, the majority has muted de-
bate on a piece of legislation for no le-
gitimate reason. The resolution has 
not been fully debated before the com-
mittee of jurisdiction and, as a result, 
it fails to include a number of prior-
ities important to small businesses. 

Mr. Speaker, small businesses are the 
engine of America’s economy, rep-
resenting more than 95 percent of all 
employers, creating half of our gross 
domestic product, and creating 3 out of 
4 of new jobs nationwide. Small busi-
ness owners are leaders in innovation, 
creating new technology, new products, 
and more effective business operations. 
The government should help small 
business owners achieve their goals, 
not stand in their way. I think this is 
something all Members can support. 

There are some very good elements of 
this ‘‘small business bill of rights’’ res-
olution that I support. I believe small 
business should not be hampered with 
unnecessary restrictive regulations and 
paperwork. I support the provision in-
sisting that small businesses have the 
right to equal treatment and should 
have expanded access to capital and 
credit. 

Opening up assets to government 
contracts for small businesses should 
be a top priority for Congress. I sup-
port the principle in House Resolution 
22 that we must consider legislation to 
create a fair and open Federal con-
tracting system to make sure that ev-
eryone has a fair shot in winning a 
Federal contract. There must be an end 
to the practice of awarding ‘‘mega con-
tracts’’ that take opportunities away 
from small businesses at no savings to 
the taxpayer. We must institute a fair 
contracting appeals process for small 
businesses to be heard. 

I also support expanding contract op-
portunities for women, low-income in-
dividuals, and minorities by strength-
ening such key business development 
programs as 8(a). These actions will re-

duce current barriers and ensure small 
businesses have access to perform Fed-
eral contracts. 

But small businesses have expressed 
additional priorities, and I wish we 
would have included them in the reso-
lution. Instead, the majority chose to 
insert partisan agenda items. 

During the committee markup, the 
chairman restricted debate time on all 
amendments to 4 minutes per side. 
After considering the first 5 amend-
ments, the chairman moved to cut off 
debate, which passed on a strict party-
line vote. This was done despite having 
two Democratic amendments still 
pending before the committee. 

One of these amendments, offered by 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BAR-
ROW) and the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin (Ms. MOORE), would have 
strengthened programs for minority 
entrepreneurs. The other, offered by 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LINDA SÁNCHEZ), would express support 
for the microloan program which the 
administration eliminated in its fiscal 
2006 budget. 

I understand that the chairman had 
only allotted an hour for the com-
mittee markup, but we have an oppor-
tunity today with this rule to provide 
time for the debate we should have 
had. These thoughtful amendments 
should be heard. So far this year, the 
Committee on Rules has only reported 
one open rule, just one, out of 21 rules. 
It is time to allow Congress to do its 
job, and part of that job is to openly 
discuss the priorities facing our Na-
tion. 

Why not make time for this debate? 
The Members that were denied debate 
in committee came before the Com-
mittee on Rules last night to urge 
their amendments be made in order. 
Several other amendments were also 
offered. I cannot help but point out 
that our legislative schedule this week 
has plenty of room in it. Not surpris-
ingly, however, the majority chose not 
to have a full debate and ignored 
amendments that could have improved 
this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the 
amendments blocked from consider-
ation today would have made House 
Resolution 22 a complete bill of rights. 
For instance, small business owners 
need access to capital and technical ex-
pertise if they are to make the most of 
their opportunities. The Small Busi-
ness Administration provides this crit-
ical assistance to small business own-
ers. The gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. Sánchez) and the gentlewoman 
from Illinois (Ms. BEAN) offered amend-
ments recognizing that we should be 
supporting all of SBA’s programs, in-
cluding the microloan and 7(a) lending 
programs. But, again, this rule risks 
leaving a gaping hole in this list of 
rights. 

House Resolution 22 could also be 
strengthened to ensure that minority 
business owners retain their place as a 
vibrant part of the U.S. economy. The 
Barrow-Moore amendment, if made in 

order, would do just that. While minor-
ity individuals comprise nearly one-
third of the population, only 15 percent 
of businesses are minority-owned. 
These businesses employ 5 million peo-
ple and generate nearly $600 billion in 
revenue. Given the gap between the 
number of individuals and the business 
ownership rate, it is clear that an en-
trepreneurial divide exists in this coun-
try. One of the most significant rea-
sons for this divide is the fact that mi-
nority-owned companies have not seen 
legislative updates for nearly 20 years. 
Congress must bring these programs 
into the 21st century. Minority busi-
ness owners deserve the right to have 
these important initiatives modern-
ized. 

The only way to achieve a complete 
bill of rights is to include all of the 
rights small businesses are asking for. 
A closed rule does not do this. An open 
rule, a better rule, would allow full de-
bate on small business priorities. An 
open rule today would allow the House 
of Representatives to consider the im-
portance of such issues as access to af-
fordable capital and changing the Fed-
eral marketplace to meet the needs of 
small business. I urge my colleagues to 
vote no on this closed rule. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. KELLER), 
the author of the resolution and a 
champion of small business. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from West Virginia 
for yielding me this time, and I rise 
today in strong support of the rule and 
H. Res. 22. 

The purpose of the small business bill 
of rights is to provide a blueprint for 
Congress to follow to help small busi-
ness employers create even more jobs. 
A job is the best social program in the 
world. It gives a person income and 
health insurance and dignity. Since 70 
percent of all new jobs in this country 
are created by small businesses, I met 
personally with 20 very successful 
small business employers in central 
Florida to learn firsthand what, if any-
thing, Congress can do to help them 
create more jobs. Four top-tier issues 
consistently emerged from these meet-
ings. 

First and foremost, they had the 
problem of addressing skyrocketing 
health costs, and they wanted the abil-
ity to join together to negotiate lower 
prices. 

Second, family-owned businesses, we 
are seeing one-third of them having to 
liquidate because of the death tax, and 
they needed some commonsense reform 
there. 

Third, they had a problem with frivo-
lous lawsuits and skyrocketing liabil-
ity insurance. Unlike a big corpora-
tion, if someone sues them, they do not 
often have $100,000 to successfully de-
fend the claim, even if frivolous. They 
have to settle it for a nominal amount, 
$5,000 or $10,000. 
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The fourth problem they mentioned 

over and over was paperwork and red 
tape. 

After listening to their concerns, I 
joined with my original cosponsor, a 
Democrat, the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. CRAMER), and wrote and 
filed House Resolution 22. 

We have given plenty of opportunity 
for people to be heard on H. Res. 22. For 
example, other nonbinding House reso-
lutions sometimes go right to the floor 
with no hearings, no markups, no mo-
tion to recommit. They just get an up-
or-down vote on a Suspension Cal-
endar, with no chance to amend at any 
point. Well, that is not what happened 
here. In this particular instance, the 
minority requested that we have a 
hearing. We readily agreed and had a 
hearing. At this hearing, witnesses 
from NFIB and the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce testified that the four issues 
identified in the small business bill of 
rights were, in fact, the top four issues 
affecting small businesses in the 
United States right now.

b 1130 

The minority was allowed to call wit-
nesses at that hearing, and they did. 
Every member of the hearing, Repub-
lican and Democrat, was afforded two 
full rounds of questioning. Afterwards, 
the minority said, well, now we want 
to have a markup on this nonbinding 
resolution. We agreed to that as well. 

At the markup, in an effort to reach 
out, I offered a substitute amendment 
which addressed three additional issues 
that the minority thought were impor-
tant to them, issues relating to energy 
costs and access to capital and con-
tract bundling. The substitute amend-
ment I offered was approved by a voice 
vote. 

Even though I had already included 
these three additional issues at this 
markup, the minority offered amend-
ment after amendment after amend-
ment after amendment. For example, 
one of the amendments called for Mem-
bers to take a controversial stand on 
whether or not people agreed with the 
personal retirement accounts under 
President Bush’s Social Security pro-
posals. Things like that ate up time. 
The four amendments offered by the 
minority were defeated. But each time 
they insisted on calling for a roll call 
vote which ate up additional time. 

Now, it is my understanding that the 
minority Members had two more 
amendments that they wished to offer, 
but the chairman had only scheduled 
an hour for the markup under the un-
derstanding that the minority would 
have few amendments. 

So what exactly did the minority get 
in terms of due process here? They got 
a full blown hearing. They got three 
additional issues added to the original 
resolution, and they got votes on four 
of the six amendments they offered. 

H. Res. 22 was passed by the full com-
mittee on a voice vote. Not a single 
person on the committee, Republican 
or Democrat, voiced opposition to H. 

Res. 22 during that voice vote, and the 
reason is it represents a noncontrover-
sial consensus of what small business 
employers tell us they need. 

Now, what are the Small Business 
Bill of Rights? There are seven: first, 
the right to join together to purchase 
affordable health insurance for small 
business employees. The right to sim-
plify tax laws that allow family owned 
businesses to survive over several gen-
erations. The right to be free from friv-
olous lawsuits which harm law-abiding 
small businesses and prevent them 
from creating new jobs. The right to be 
free of unnecessary restrictive regula-
tions and paper work which wastes the 
time and energy of small businesses 
while hurting production and pre-
venting job creation. The right to relief 
from high energy costs which pose a 
real threat to the survival of small 
businesses. The right to equal treat-
ment as compared to large businesses 
when seeking access to capital and ex-
pansion capital and credit. The right to 
open access to the government procure-
ment marketplace through the break-
ing up of large contracts to give small 
business owners a fair opportunity to 
compete for the Federal contracts. 

This is what the small business peo-
ple in America tell us that they want. 
This is what we learned from the hear-
ing, and this is what is included as the 
top tier issues in the Small Business 
Bill of Rights affecting small business 
people. 

Now, if someone is opposed to this 
Small Business Bill of Rights, what 
would they be for? They would be for 
higher health insurance costs, higher 
taxes, more frivolous lawsuits, more 
paper work and red tape, higher energy 
costs, more obstacles to getting capital 
and more obstacles to getting govern-
ment contracts. 

Now, significantly, at no time in this 
process, during the markup or other-
wise, has there been any attempt to 
strip away one of these seven rights. 
To the extent the minority has a con-
troversy with this, it is not anything 
that is on the board here. It is they 
think one or two additional things 
should be there. 

Well, let me remind you. The Small 
Business Bill of Rights is a blueprint 
that lists the top tier issues facing 
small businesses in the United States. 
It does not list every small business 
issue known to man. If it did, this 
thing would be as thick as a phone 
book, and it would not list the prior-
ities. 

Some of the business people I met 
with had things that I did not list be-
cause, while it was important to that 
person or this person, it was not some-
thing that was a consensus issue affect-
ing the small business people across 
the country. 

Now, if a Member has some issue that 
was not included, and they think it is 
a real important issue, then there is 
nothing preventing them from filing 
their own nonbinding House resolution 
and having that proceed under the reg-
ular order. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on the rule. Plenty of opportunity has 
been heard for both sides to give their 
input to the Small Business Bill of 
Rights. It is a bipartisan Small Busi-
ness Bill of Rights from the get-go 
when it was filed by a Democrat and 
myself, and I urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on the Small Business Bill 
of Rights, H. Res. 22.

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ). 

(Ms. VELÁZQUEZ asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia for yielding. 

As we take this week to honor our 
Nation’s small businesses, it is impor-
tant to notice the everyday challenges 
that are standing in their way. As the 
main job creators and stimulators of 
the economy, there are far too many 
obstacles that still remain. 

Small businesses have received a 
number of promises over the last 4 
years. But as the ranking member on 
the House Small Business Committee, I 
can tell you that what entrepreneurs 
need now is no more rhetoric. What 
they need is more action. Unfortu-
nately, rhetoric is all that they have 
gotten up to this point. 

One of the most obvious challenges is 
that a number of small businesses are 
not able to access health care. Six out 
of every 10 uninsured families are head-
ed by a small business employee. This 
is simply unacceptable. Yet Congress 
has passed no solutions to the health 
care crisis. 

My colleagues on the other side love 
to talk about how many times this 
House has passed association health 
plans. The bottom line is that Repub-
licans control the White House, the 
Senate, and the House of Representa-
tives. How many more times do we 
have to pass association health plans 
to get it done? Stop the rhetoric. What 
we need is action. 

With the skyrocketing prices of gas 
and energy, small businesses are hav-
ing an even more difficult time start-
ing and expanding their ventures. Just 
last week the House passed an energy 
bill that does not do anything to help 
this Nation’s small businesses. For the 
small business owner that works in the 
transportation industry, this bill has 
done nothing to help reduce the record 
highs in gas prices we are seeing today. 

Compounding entrepreneurs’ difficul-
ties even further are regulatory bur-
dens. Too often a small business owner 
does not have the resources to comply 
with a number of Federal regulations. 
Despite the promises made by this ad-
ministration, small firms have seen lit-
tle relief. The reality is that this ad-
ministration holds the record for the 
single largest increase in paperwork 
burden in 1 year in our Nation’s his-
tory. Again, the rhetoric needs to end. 
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Our Nation’s entrepreneurs deserve 

to see some real action, some real solu-
tions. And as we honor our Nation’s en-
trepreneurs this week for National 
Small Business Week, all Congress is 
going to give them is this legislation, 
the Small Business Bill of Rights. Let 
me tell you, this Nation’s small busi-
nesses deserve much more than some 
rhetoric included in House Resolution 
22. And that is all this bill does. They 
deserve to be assured that Congress 
will work to address their challenges, 
that we will go on the record listing 
the priorities we will work to address 
for their businesses. Sadly, that is not 
what House Resolution 22 does. 

Yes, the Small Business Bill of 
Rights contains some lofty rhetoric on 
taxes, regulations, and capital. But 
what it fails to do is really recognize 
the fact that small businesses do not 
get capital the same way that large 
businesses do. Small firms cannot head 
over to Wall Street. Instead, they rely 
heavily on loan programs. To tell them 
that loan programs are not important 
is disingenuous. 

House Resolution 22 also says that 
some contract bundling is okay and 
that is okay for small businesses to 
lose out on contracting opportunities. 
The Small Business Committee has al-
ways been on the record protecting 
small businesses. Every economic anal-
ysis and indicator says that contract 
bundling is bad. Yet, this bill wants to 
say it is okay. 

Most upsetting is that House Resolu-
tion 22 mentions absolutely nothing 
about the needs of minority and women 
business owners, the fastest growing 
sectors of our economy. This is despite 
the fact that the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. BARROW), the gentlewoman 
from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE), and the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ) all tried to include 
these provisions in a markup in which 
the chairman of the committee blocked 
these amendments from even being of-
fered. 

The gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
KELLER) spoke about due process that 
was provided. What the gentleman does 
not tell you is that the chairman took 
the unprecedented step of moving the 
previous question. I will challenge any 
chairman to come to the floor and talk 
about when they moved the previous 
question to block the minority from of-
fering amendments. They were then re-
jected again by the Rules Committee. 

Despite the overwhelming growth of 
minority- and women-owned busi-
nesses, this Small Business Bill of 
Rights tells them that their needs are 
not a top priority, and that is ridicu-
lous. 

This is Small Business Week, and all 
we are giving to our Nation’s entre-
preneurs, the main job creators, are 
some promises in House Resolution 22. 
These promises are not helping to give 
small businesses more loans. They are 
not opening up the fair marketplace, 
and they are certainly are not giving 
small firms any solutions to the health 

care crisis. Maybe next time Congress 
can promise to help small businesses to 
pay their bills and again follow 
through with no action. 

This rhetoric needs to end. Our Na-
tion’s small businesses deserve much 
more than rhetoric this week. They de-
serve commitment and action all year 
long to address their challenges. Clear-
ly, House Resolution 22 will not do 
that. We should vote down this rule, 
and we should not be passing promises 
without action in the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. GRIJALVA). 

(Mr. GRIJALVA asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, let me 
thank the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia for yielding this time. And I 
would also like to thank the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ), the ranking member, for 
her consistent and valuable advocacy 
on behalf of the small businesses in 
this country. It is an honor to serve 
with the gentlewoman. 

It is a funny situation to be here 
today during Small Business Week 
speaking on a resolution that is in-
tended to benefit our Nation’s small 
businesses; but, in reality, this resolu-
tion ignores a pressing issue that has 
the potential to very severely burden 
the small business community of our 
country. 

I believe this resolution has less to 
do with priorities and more about a 
partisan political agenda that does not 
address a myriad of realities for small 
businesses. And I want to talk about 
one reality. The reality in this situa-
tion is this: 

The President has spent millions of 
dollars pitching privatized personal ac-
counts as the answer to Social Secu-
rity. But he has failed to address how 
these personal accounts will adversely 
affect the administrative costs for 
small businesses. 

Small firms are already responsible 
for withholding billions of dollars a 
year of payroll taxes for their employ-
ees. The creation of private savings ac-
counts sticks them with a severe 
logistical headache, in fact an un-
funded mandate. 

Consider this: under a personal sav-
ings plan, small businesses would be re-
sponsible for everything from pro-
viding, collecting, filing paperwork, to 
establishing an accounting system to 
ensuring proper payment over time, to 
handling quarterly and annual report-
ing to the employee. 

Furthermore, the administration has 
been telling Americans that this plan 
is only, is just like a Thrift Savings 
Plan. The truth of the matter is that 
there are tremendous costs associated 
with administering these types of 
plans, and most often those costs will 
fall on the employers. 

And judging by the experience with 
TSPs and other retirement accounts, 
employees will look to their employers 
if there is a problem. Who knows how 
responsibility and liability will be de-
termined? Small firms will be sued if 
anything goes wrong with an account 
or with the investment. 

In light of the facts that I have laid 
out, Congress should be taking a hard-
er look at the realities of having small 
businesses assume the administrative 
burden of collecting and paying out for 
private accounts. A proposed blueprint 
that does not address all the realities 
and the real needs of small businesses 
is once again a one-way street with a 
dead end. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on the rule.

b 1145 

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON). 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
state my opposition to House Resolu-
tion 22 and the rule expressing the 
sense of the House that American 
small businesses are entitled to a small 
business bill of rights. 

I want to especially thank my good 
friend, the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ) and applaud her 
for her hard work on behalf of small 
businesses. If the only rights small 
businesses are entitled to are listed in 
House Resolution 22, I feel sorry for all 
small businesses; because for all small 
businesses give to this country, this 
bill gives them nothing in return. 

Small businesses, including 
minority- and women-owned busi-
nesses, are the backbone of this coun-
try, and most especially to my State of 
Texas. Where are the small businesses 
rights to, one, participation in the Fed-
eral marketplace; two, assistance from 
the government’s lending programs 
which account for 40 percent of all 
long-term small business financing; 
three, targeted tax relief similar to 
that provided to the big corporations; 
and, four, strong technical assistance 
from the Federal Government that 
deals with issues faced by small busi-
nesses; and, five, protection from con-
tract bundling, combining two and 
three contracts together to eliminate 
small businesses competition? 

These are challenges and there are 
many challenges facing small busi-
nesses as they attempt to gain a foot-
hold in this Federal marketplace. 

We should be about the business of 
ensuring full and fair access for small 
firms. We should be about helping them 
overcome the obstacles in their way in-
stead of coming up with the blank 
checks under the guise of giving them 
rights that large companies are af-
forded. 

Vote against this rule. Vote against 
this bill, because it does nothing to 
allow for rights that small business 
need or the opportunities. Amendments 
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to correct all this were attempted in 
the Committee on Rules but denied. So 
I would say go and fix it or defeat it. 

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
close. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to vote 
‘‘no’’ on the previous question so we 
can change this rule to include three 
very important Democratic amend-
ments that were not allowed by the 
Committee on Rules last night. In fact, 
two of the amendments, one offered by 
my colleagues, the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. BARROW) and the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE), 
related to the rights of minority busi-
ness owners. Another offered by the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LINDA SÁNCHEZ) relating to expanding 
the microloan program was denied not 
only in the Committee on Rules but in 
the Committee on Small Business as 
well. 

The third amendment denied by the 
Committee on Rules, offered by the 
gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms. BEAN), 
would have put the House on record in 
support of the 7(a) loan program. 

Mr. Speaker, this should not be about 
partisan politics. It is about fairness. It 
is bad enough that most Democratic 
amendments are blocked from floor 
considerations around here; now the 
Republican leadership does not even 
want them considered in the commit-
tees of original jurisdiction. I am very 
disturbed by the pattern of abuse that 
seems to be spreading in this House, 
first on the House floor and now in the 
committee process as well. This must 
stop. 

Vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question 
so we can include these three thought-
ful amendments. I want to make it 
very clear, that a ‘‘no’’ vote will not 
stop us from considering this legisla-
tion; however, a ‘‘yes’’ vote will block 
these amendments from any type of 
congressional action in the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ments immediately prior to the vote on 
the previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

back the balance of my time.
Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
This resolution outlines the areas 

that the 109th Congress needs to high-
light for all small businesses. 

In previous Congresses we have initi-
ated many areas of small business in 
terms of trying to help them grow and 
flourish where they are employing so 
many Americans. They are the very en-
gine of our Nation’s economy and it is 
time that we start acting on legisla-
tion to help them continue to do so. 

I thank the gentleman from Florida 
for bringing the measure to the floor. I 

urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the rule and the 
underlying resolution.

The material previously referred to 
by Ms. MATSUI is as follows: 
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 235 H. RES. 

22—EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES THAT AMERICAN SMALL 
BUSINESSES ARE ENTITLED TO A SMALL BUSI-
NESS BILL OF RIGHTS 
Strike all after the resolved clause and in-

sert: 
That upon the adoption of this resolution 

it shall be in order without intervention of 
any point of order to consider in the House 
the resolution (H. Res. 22) expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
American small businesses are entitled to a 
Small Business Bill of Rights. The amend-
ments to the resolution and the preamble 
recommended by the Committee on Small 
Business now printed in the resolution are 
considered as adopted. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the resolu-
tion and preamble, as amended, to final 
adoption without intervening motion or de-
mand for division of the question except: (1) 
one hour of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Small Busi-
ness; (2) the amendments printed in section 
2, if offered by the Member designated or a 
designee, each of which shall be in order 
without intervention of any point of order or 
demand for division of the question, shall be 
considered as read, and shall be separately 
debatable for 20 minutes equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent; and (3) one motion to recommit, which 
may not contain instructions. 

SEC. 2. The amendments referred to the 
first section of this resolution are as follows: 

(1) Amendment by Representative Barrow 
of Georgia or Representative Moore of Wis-
consin.

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 22, AS REPORTED 
OFFERED BY MR. BARROW OF GEORGIA AND 

MS. MOORE OF WISCONSIN 
Page 6, after line 7, insert the following: 
(8) Minority business owners have the right 

to participate fully in the Federal market-
place and to receive the ‘‘maximum prac-
ticable opportunity’’ promised them under 
section 8 of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
637). To accomplish this, programs aimed at 
minority business development must be 
modernized, adequately funded, and sup-
ported by the Small Business Administra-
tion. This will ensure that the Nation’s mi-
nority entrepreneurs receive the support 
they need and rightfully deserve, allowing 
them to serve as an important catalyst to 
the economy. 

In the fourteenth whereas clause, strike 
‘‘and’’ at the end. 

After the fourteenth whereas clause, insert 
the following: 

Whereas a business ownership divide exists 
in this country. Despite the fact that people 
of color represent 32 percent of the United 
States population, these individuals own 
only 15 percent of businesses. These same 
barriers exist for minority-owned companies 
attempting to access the Federal market-
place. Today, fewer than 5 percent of Govern-
ment contracts go to minority businesses. 
This is due, in large part, to a lack of sup-
port by Federal officials for key minority 
business development programs designed to 
assist this segment of the business popu-
lation. Programs once embraced by agencies 
and administrations have stagnated and been 
allowed to deteriorate without legislative 
improvements for nearly 20 years, leaving 
minority business owners without the assist-
ance they need to reach their full potential; 
and 

(2) Amendment by Representative Sánchez. 

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 22, AS REPORTED 

OFFERED BY MS. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ OF 
CALIFORNIA 

In the fourteenth whereas clause, strike 
‘‘and’’ at the end. 

After the fourteenth whereas clause, insert 
the following: 

Whereas traditional lenders do not make 
loans to many of the Nation’s low-income 
entrepreneurs, which creates a gap in the 
capital markets; and 

Page 6, after line 7, insert the following: 
(8) The right to a strengthened and ex-

panded microloan program under section 
7(m) of the Small business Act (15 U.S.C. 
636(m)), which will ensure that low-income 
small businesses can contribute to the eco-
nomic development of local communities. 

(3) Amendment by Representative Bean of 
Illinois. 

AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 22, AS REPORTED 

OFFERED BY MS. BEAN OF ILLINOIS 

Page 6, line 3, insert before the period, 
‘‘which would be accomplished by restoring 
funding for the loan program under section 
7(a) of the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 
636(a))’’.

Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1636 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to have my name removed as a cospon-
sor of H.R. 1636. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 748, CHILD INTERSTATE 
ABORTION NOTIFICATION ACT 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 
call up House Resolution 236 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 236

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 748) to amend 
title 18, United States Code, to prevent the 
transportation of minors in circumvention of 
certain laws relating to abortion, and for 
other purposes. The first reading of the bill 
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shall be dispensed with. All points of order 
against consideration of the bill are waived. 
General debate shall be confined to the bill 
and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. It shall be in order to 
consider as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment under the five-minute rule the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on the Judici-
ary now printed in the bill. The committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be considered as read. Notwithstanding 
clause 11 of rule XVIII, no amendment to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute shall be in order except those 
printed in the report of the Committee on 
Rules accompanying this resolution. Each 
such amendment may be offered only in the 
order printed in the report, may be offered 
only by a Member designated in the report, 
shall be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the report 
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject 
to amendment, and shall not be subject to a 
demand for division of the question in the 
House or in the Committee of the Whole. All 
points of order against such amendments are 
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
Any Member may demand a separate vote in 
the House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), pend-
ing which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a structured rule 
providing for consideration of H.R. 748, 
the Child Interstate Abortion Notifica-
tion Act. The rule waives all points of 
order against consideration of the bill, 
it provides that the amendment in the 
nature of a substitute recommended by 
the Committee on the Judiciary now 
printed in the bill, shall be considered 
as an original bill for the purpose of an 
amendment. 

It makes in order only those amend-
ments printed in the Committee on 
Rules report accompanying the resolu-
tion; it provides that the amendments 
printed in the report may be offered 
only in the order printed in the report; 
may be offered only by a Member des-
ignated in the report; shall be consid-
ered as read; shall be debatable for the 
time specified in the report equally di-
vided and controlled by the proponent 
and an opponent; it shall not be subject 
to an amendment and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for the division of the 
question in the House or in the com-
mittee of the whole. It waives all 

points of order against the amend-
ments printed in the report, and it pro-
vides one motion to recommit with or 
without instructions. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this opportunity to recognize and to 
thank the gentlewoman from Florida 
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for her dedication 
and leadership, not only on this bill, 
but also on all matters concerning the 
well-being and defense of our children. 
She truly has made this fight her own 
and I would like to applaud her for her 
hard work. 

Mr. Speaker, I fear that the oppo-
nents of this bill will demagogue it as 
an assault on a woman’s right to 
choose, but this bill has absolutely 
nothing, let me repeat, nothing to do 
with a woman’s right to choose. Rath-
er, this bill ensures that no minor is 
deprived of any protection according to 
not only her but also her parents under 
the laws of her State. 

H.R. 748 is a commonsense bill that 
will prohibit the transportation of a 
minor across the State line to obtain 
an abortion when the child’s home 
State requires parental consent. This 
bill makes an exception in those ex-
tremely rare cases in which the abor-
tion is medically necessary to save the 
life of the minor. Also, this bill makes 
another exception allowing for judicial 
bypass. 

This bill also affirms the responsi-
bility of a physician prior to per-
forming an abortion on a minor from 
another State to make sure that they 
are acting in accordance with the laws 
of her State. 

Having practiced as an OB–GYN for 
nearly 30 years, I am uniquely qualified 
to discuss the medical and legal obliga-
tions of a physician to his or her pa-
tient. And this law not only ensures 
the protection of minors but it also 
clarifies the responsibility of the phy-
sician to make sure that he or she is 
not inappropriately performing an 
abortion on a minor without the le-
gally mandated consent of her parents. 

This bill also affirms the principles 
of federalism and it prevents the cir-
cumvention and violation of laws 
passed by State legislatures. Over 30 
States have passed parental notifica-
tion laws, Mr. Speaker. In fact, in my 
home State of Georgia, the legislature 
just recently passed a new abortion no-
tification law in an overwhelming and 
bipartisan fashion, and this Congress 
has the responsibility to defend that 
federalism and the integrity of State 
laws in interstate matters. 

Mr. Speaker, while I can address this 
issue both as a Member of Congress and 
as a medical physician who has deliv-
ered a lot of precious infants, I can also 
talk about this issue as a father. My 
wife and I had four children. Three of 
them are now grown women and two of 
them have children of their own. How-
ever, I knew that when they were still 
young children, minors, I not only had 
a moral obligation that I proudly still 
bear to this day, but also a legal obli-
gation to defend them and their well-

being against any and every potential 
and imminent danger. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation recog-
nizes this fundamental bond between 
parents and child and it recognizes the 
obligation of a parent to be involved 
and to assist in making important de-
cisions affecting both the life and the 
health of a minor. Children cannot 
even be given aspirin at school without 
their parents’ permission, so I cannot 
comprehend how anyone could possibly 
justify that administering an abortion 
is less traumatic or potentially dan-
gerous than taking an aspirin. Yet, Mr. 
Speaker, that is exactly what the oppo-
nents of this bill are saying through 
their opposition to H.R. 748.

b 1200 

During this debate, I encourage my 
colleagues to remain focused on the 
matter at hand and remember that this 
legislation seeks to uphold the legisla-
tively guaranteed rights of parents and 
their minor children. Let us not allow 
this debate to be bogged down with the 
same tired rhetoric about a woman’s 
right to choose. 

I ask my colleagues to support the 
rule and the underlying bill for final 
passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, after being brought to 
task by the American people for med-
dling in the personal and private life 
decisions of an American family during 
the Schiavo tragedy, you would think 
that the majority in this Congress 
would have learned. You would think 
that they would have learned that the 
people of the country do not want the 
government intruding into the lives of 
American families; but they have not 
learned, Mr. Speaker, because here we 
go again. 

This bill is another invasion into the 
private lives of American families 
making the decisions for themselves, 
and it is an invasion into the legal 
rights afforded all women in this coun-
try. I am talking about the legal right 
for women to choose, which is pro-
tected by the Constitution of the 
United States. 

We have a duty in this body to con-
sider legislation which will maximize 
our freedom and equality, values which 
are the very fabric of our society. Our 
job here is to protect the legal rights of 
those we serve and not to take them 
away, and I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on this 
bill. 

A report was just recently released 
that shows that there are more Ameri-
cans incarcerated than in any other 
country in the United States. This bill 
will add Granny and Granddad and the 
clergy and an occasional cab driver, 
this is how far this bill goes; but I want 
to talk for a minute about another 
abuse which has occurred in this Cham-
ber, a personal affront to three of our 
colleagues. 
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The Committee on Rules discovered 

yesterday that the Committee on the 
Judiciary report on this very bill, 
which was offered by the majority 
staff, contained amendment summaries 
which had been rewritten by the com-
mittee staff for the sole purpose of dis-
torting the intent of the authors. 

This committee report took the lib-
erty to mischaracterize and to falsify 
the intent of several amendments of-
fered in committee by Democrat Mem-
bers of this body. 

At least five amendments of this bill 
which were designed to protect the 
rights of family members and innocent 
bystanders from prosecution under the 
bill were rewritten as amendments de-
signed instead to protect sexual preda-
tors from prosecution and were then 
included in the committee report as if 
that was the actual intent of the 
amendment. 

No Member of Congress on either side 
of the aisle would do such a despicable 
thing as attempt to protect sexual 
predators, and these amendments were 
no more about sexual predators than 
they were about terrorists or arsonists 
or any other criminal class in our soci-
ety. No one was attempting to protect 
them. 

Indeed, what they were trying to do 
was produce amendments which appar-
ently the fact of writing an amendment 
was offensive. The amendments were 
about the rights of the grandmothers 
and siblings and clergy and the cab 
drivers, and I asked the chairman of 
the committee about this deception 
yesterday at the Committee on Rules 
hearing. 

Instead of decrying what I certainly 
expected would be revealed as a mis-
take by an overzealous staffer, the 
chairman stood by the authored 
amendment descriptions, to my great 
surprise. I have known the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) 
since I first arrived in Congress, and I 
did not believe that he would allow 
such a thing to happen and particu-
larly not in the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, but he made it very clear to us 
that the alterations to the Members’ 
amendments were deliberate. 

When pressed as to why his com-
mittee staff took such unprecedented 
action, the chairman immediately of-
fered up his own anger over the manner 
in which Democrats had chosen to de-
bate and oppose the unfortunate piece 
of legislation we have before us today. 
In fact, he said, ‘‘You don’t like what 
we wrote about your amendments, and 
we don’t like what you said about our 
bill.’’ 

To falsely rewrite the intent of an 
amendment submitted by another 
Member, to intentionally distort its de-
scription as being designed to protect 
sexual predators is no different than 
accusing a fellow Member of Congress 
of being an apologist for sexual preda-
tors themselves. 

That is, in effect, what the chairman 
of the Committee on the Judiciary has 
done here, and he has ensured that 

these amendment descriptions will be 
encapsulated in the RECORD for all 
time by including those unfair and in-
correct amendment summaries in the 
committee report. He has 
mischaracterized these Members for-
ever. 

This is a new low for this Chamber, 
Mr. Speaker. This is a clearly dis-
honest and unethical attack on the 
credibility and character of other 
Members; and sadly, it is just the lat-
est in a pattern of unethical and abu-
sive tactics employed by this majority. 

How incredibly arrogant it is that 
they believe they have the right to 
tamper with official congressional doc-
uments for their own political pur-
poses. How unbelievably arrogant is 
the leadership of this Congress that 
they would force their own political in-
terpretation of another Member’s work 
upon this body and upon American peo-
ple in perpetuity in an official com-
mittee report. 

The majority’s actions are not only 
an affront to the Members in the House 
but an affront to the American people. 

There is no question that we can de-
bate and disagree over the impact the 
bill can have. We can argue over how 
well it has been written or what lan-
guage it should include to be more ef-
fective; but regardless of the way the 
debate turns out, the caption on the 
top of that bill or amendment serves to 
instruct the American people as to 
what the original intent of the legisla-
tion was. 

It serves as an unbiased reading on 
what the amendment aims to accom-
plish. To falsify and rewrite that de-
scription as a political attack is not 
only unprecedented; it is fundamen-
tally dishonest and an abuse of the 
power given to the majority by the 
American people and their votes. 

I have no doubts, Mr. Speaker, no 
doubts that unless this CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD is amended to reflect the true 
captions of these amendments, we will 
see these erroneous captions again in 
the form of campaign attack mail 
pieces. In fact, when pressed last night 
in the Committee on Rules to have the 
record amended to reflect the honest 
and accurate captions that belong on 
the amendments, we were defeated on a 
party-line vote. 

So now, these honorable and hard-
working Members of Congress will be 
forever branded in the official record as 
having offered amendments designed to 
protect sexual predators when nothing, 
nothing could be further from the 
truth. 

Mr. Speaker, I have often heard the 
chairman of the Committee on Rules, 
as well as other Members of the leader-
ship, talk about the loss of civility in 
this Chamber. How can we be civil 
under this attack? Is this a disguised 
attack to say to the Democrat Mem-
bers of the House, if you have the ef-
frontery to offer an amendment on a 
bill of ours, we will destroy you in the 
committee report? Have they reached 
that low? 

Perhaps they have; but if we are 
going to regain lost civility, they do 
not need to look any further than the 
abusive, unethical, and arrogant ad-
ministration of this House of Rep-
resentatives and this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself as much time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to take a few 
moments to address some of the con-
cerns articulated by my colleague on 
the Committee on Rules. The other 
side of the aisle has been concerned 
about how some of the amendments 
they offered during the Committee on 
the Judiciary markup have been char-
acterized in the committee report. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a question of in-
tent versus effect. During the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary markup, there 
were several amendments offered that 
would have exempted certain individ-
uals from prosecution under this bill. 
My colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle say that they did not intend for 
sexual predators to be exempt from 
prosecution. I believe them. I would 
hope it will never be the intent of any-
one in this body to in any way inad-
vertently or otherwise assist in doing 
harm to a child to offer protection to 
those who would. 

But, Mr. Speaker, this is where the 
effect of the amendments come to bear. 
The effect of the amendments would 
have been to exempt individual classes 
of people from prosecution. If a case 
arose where the sexual predator quali-
fied under one of these classes of indi-
viduals, that person could not be pros-
ecuted under this bill. This effect is 
simply unacceptable. 

The minority side argues that their 
intent, not the effect, should be the 
language used in the report submitted 
by the Committee on the Judiciary. 
However, it is the responsibility, in 
fact it is the charged duty, of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary chairman to 
write and file the report. It is the pre-
rogative of the chairman to write the 
report as he sees fit. 

On the other side, the minority has 
ample opportunity to take up any issue 
they choose in the dissenting views of 
the report. In this instance, the dis-
senting views of the minority are found 
on pages 121 to 133 of House Report 109–
51. 

If the minority wants their interpre-
tation of the intent or even effect of an 
amendment to be in the report, it is 
wholly appropriate for them to articu-
late those views in their dissenting 
views. In fact, this is just exactly what 
they did. 

So on the one hand, we have the 
chairman stating his understanding of 
the effect of these amendments; and on 
the other hand, we have the minority 
stating their intent. Both the minority 
and majority positions are stated 
clearly in the committee report. 

It seems to me that both the major-
ity and minority used the committee 
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report to fairly and appropriately state 
their views. No one was shut out from 
the opportunity to voice an opinion in 
this committee report. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe both sides of 
the aisle used the committee report to 
discuss their efforts on this legislation, 
and we should not cloud the merit of 
this legislation because the other side 
does not like how the effect of their 
amendments was characterized.

Mr. Speaker, for further clarifica-
tion, I would like to yield for as much 
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER), the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to take issue with the 
characterizations that the distin-
guished gentlewoman from New York 
has made about the committee report 
and about my actions in two respects. 

First of all, every committee report 
that is filed in the House of Represent-
atives does allow the people who dis-
agreed with the legislation to file dis-
senting views; and those who did sup-
port the legislation can file additional 
views, all of which are printed in the 
committee report. 

The majority has the responsibility 
in the committee report to articulate 
the arguments in favor of the bill be-
cause the committee report represents 
the views of those who voted in favor of 
the legislation at the committee level. 

The amendments that were offered 
and which are the text, or the descrip-
tion, at issue here in this debate today 
were all offered by members of the 
Committee on the Judiciary who op-
pose the bill. They were all defeated by 
a majority vote in the committee; and 
my committee, perhaps in a minority 
in the Congress, does print the entire 
text of our committee markups in com-
mittee reports. The text of the debate 
in the markup and the text of the 
amendments are contained in pages 58 
through 120 of House Report 109–51 in-
clusive. 

Now, what the gentlewoman from 
New York is complaining about is the 
majority’s arguments in favor of the 
bill and against the amendments which 
were defeated. To attempt to have 
those who voted against the bill re-
write the arguments that are in favor 
of the bill contained in the committee 
report is just as wrong as those who 
voted in favor of the bill attempting to 
rewrite the dissenting views which are 
appended to the committee report and 
represent the views of those who voted 
against the bill. 

Second point: it is against the rules 
of the House of Representatives to im-
pugn the motives of another Member. 
So the intent of the authors of the 
amendments that were defeated in the 
committee and which were described in 
the committee report is out of bounds. 
It cannot be done on the floor. It can-
not be done in committee reports. So 
all that can be done in terms of the de-
bate is to look at what the effect of the 
amendments was. 

Perhaps these amendments were not 
properly drafted by the authors when 
they were submitted in the committee 
because they did not contain a specific 
carve-out of the exemptions that were 
proposed for the various classes of peo-
ple that were proposed to be exempted 
in the amendment. This is not the fault 
of the majority. That is the fault of the 
people who drafted the amendments; 
and because the amendments were not 
tightly enough drafted, they did not 
contain a carve-out of the exemptions 
for sexual predators. That is what we 
pointed out in the committee report. 

It is not the fault of the majority of 
the Committee on the Judiciary or me 
as chairman in filing this report to 
gloss over a defect that did allow ex-
emptions for sexual predators. The mi-
nority has the chance in their dis-
senting views to dispute the conclusion 
that had been reached in describing 
what the amendments were. They 
chose not to do so. 

So the committee report and the 
headers on the amendments accurately 
reflect the fact that those who au-
thored the amendment did not choose 
to carve out an exemption for sexual 
predators in the effect of the amend-
ment in the clear text of the amend-
ment that was submitted. 

I rest my case.

b 1215 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. NADLER), one of those 
maligned. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, it is very 
difficult to keep my temper when I lis-
ten to the sophistry of the distin-
guished, and I use that word advisedly 
because of protocol only, Chairman. 

First of all, it is not true that the 
minority had a chance to see these 
comments. The distinguished chairman 
is very well aware that we do not see 
the majority views of the committee 
until after we hand in the minority 
views of the committee, the dissenting 
views, until in fact they are published. 
The majority sees the dissenting views. 
We never see the majority views. We 
have no opportunity to reply, number 
one. 

Number two. The distinguished 
chairman says, and the other gen-
tleman said that the question is intent 
versus effect; that it may have been my 
intent to deal with grandparents and 
clergy members, but in fact it might 
have led to a sexual predator being able 
to take advantage of the amendment. 
That would be fair comment in a de-
bate. That would be fair comment in 
the body of the views, if they said in 
the majority views we oppose this 
amendment because under certain cir-
cumstances it might be used to the ad-
vantage of a sexual predator. And to 
that we could reply and say, no, they 
are wrong because, in the minority 
views. But that is not what we are dis-
cussing. We are not discussing an ex-
change of views. We are discussing how 
the amendment is reported in a one-

sentence summary of the amendment 
without any views. 

The amendment, and here the report 
simply lies about all five Democratic 
amendments. In reporting the amend-
ment, the first amendment, which 
reads in its entirety, the actual text of 
the amendment offered by me was: 
‘‘The prohibition of subsection 8 does 
not apply with respect to conduct by a 
grandparent or adult sibling of the 
minor.’’ 

In the 107th Congress House Judici-
ary Report on the same amendment it 
was reported as follows: ‘‘An amend-
ment was offered by Mr. Nadler prohib-
iting H.R. 476 from applying with re-
spect to conduct by a grandparent or 
adult sibling of the minor.’’ That is ex-
actly right. In fact, that is how the 
amendment, which was made in order 
for the floor, was reported by the Com-
mittee on Rules. 

What does this dishonest committee 
report say? ‘‘Mr. Nadler offered an 
amendment that would have exempted 
sexual predators from prosecution 
under the bill if they were grand-
parents or adult siblings of a minor.’’ I 
find it strange in the entire debate, and 
I give the chairman credit for includ-
ing the transcript of the debate in the 
committee report, but if you actually 
turn to the debate and look at the 
transcript, no one raised the question 
of the application of this amendment 
to sexual predators. No member of the 
majority, no member of the minority. 
It did not occur to anybody. 

Now, maybe it should have occurred 
to somebody. Maybe the views are 
valid that this amendment could be 
used that way. Maybe not. That is a 
matter of opinion. But that is not what 
this amendment says. What this 
amendment says is that these prohibi-
tions shall not apply with respect to 
conduct by a grandparent or an adult 
sibling of the minor, period. That is the 
only honest way to report this amend-
ment. 

Second amendment. The second 
amendment which I offered said that 
where there is reason to believe that 
the judicial bypass system in a State is 
not real, that the local judges are by-
passed or whatever, the person can go 
to Federal court and ask for a Federal 
judicial bypass. Now, you can agree or 
disagree with the implications of that 
amendment, but the proper description 
of that amendment is to provide a Fed-
eral judicial bypass where there is evi-
dence that the local judicial bypass is 
not available. 

It is described on page 45 of the com-
mittee report as: ‘‘Mr. Nadler offered 
an amendment that would have created 
an additional layer of Federal court re-
view that could be used by sexual pred-
ators to escape conviction under the 
bill.’’ Now, it is a judicial bypass of 
getting an abortion. It has nothing to 
do with conviction, number one. Num-
ber two, this does not even mention ju-
dicial bypass. It is entirely dishonest. 
And, again, in the entire debate in the 
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committee over this amendment, no-
body mentioned the word sexual preda-
tors. The first we hear of sexual preda-
tors in connection with these amend-
ments is when we are told, when we see 
the committee report in print that I of-
fered an amendment to protect sexual 
predators. How dishonest. How dis-
ingenuous of an argument that we hear 
on this floor and in the Committee on 
Rules last night that these are matters 
of opinion; that the amendments might 
be used. 

You know, this bill, never mind the 
amendment, this bill has a provision in 
it that says that the parents of a minor 
transported across State lines to get an 
abortion can sue the person who trans-
ported them, can sue the doctor who 
performs an abortion. Okay, you can 
debate that provision on the merits, 
pro and con. But did you stop to think 
what if the father raped the daughter, 
committing incest in doing so? Two 
crimes, rape and incest, and caused the 
pregnancy that she is now trying to 
abort. Under this bill, he profits from 
his wrongdoing. He now, because he 
raped the daughter and caused the 
pregnancy, he can now because of this 
bill go and sue the doctor or the boy-
friend or the clergyman or the grand-
mother who transported her to get the 
abortion. 

Well, that is a defect in the bill. It 
was not drafted properly. I doubt that 
that was the intent. And maybe it was 
the intent, maybe it was not. We can 
debate that. Would it be fair for a news 
report or an official report of this Con-
gress to call this entire bill the Rapists 
and Sexual Predators Right to Sue 
Act? That is what this bill is, it is the 
Sexual Predators Right to Sue Act. 
And if the Democrats were in the ma-
jority and the Committee on Rules re-
ported a rule saying we will now con-
sider the Sexual Predators Right to 
Sue Act, I think the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) would 
say that is a disgusting misuse of 
power. 

This was a disgusting misuse of 
power. It is a rape of the rules of this 
House and it must be corrected.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, it gives 
me great pleasure to yield 3 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN), the author of the bill. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank my wonderful friend, 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
GINGREY) for yielding me this time and 
for managing the bill and allowing us 
to focus once again on the bill and the 
rule. 

I want to thank the distinguished, 
the very distinguished gentleman who 
is the chairman of the Committee on 
the Judiciary, the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), as well as 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT), 
who has been a champion of this bill, 
and it was in his subcommittee where 
it was first heard. 

I am so proud to stand here in favor 
of House Resolution 748, the Child 
Interstate Abortion Notification Act. 

This bill will incorporate all of the pro-
visions previously contained in the pre-
vious legislation that we had filed, the 
Child Custody Protection Act, making 
it a Federal offense to transport a 
minor across State lines to circumvent 
that State’s abortion parental notifica-
tion laws. 

In addition, this year’s bill will re-
quire that in a State without a paren-
tal notification requirement, abortion 
providers are required to notify a par-
ent. It will protect minors from exploi-
tation from the abortion industry, it 
will promote strong family ties, and it 
will help foster respect for State laws. 
Similar but not identical legislation 
has had the support of the over-
whelming majority of the Members of 
Congress who have voted in favor of it, 
not only in 1998 and in 1999, but also in 
2002. 

I am extremely hopeful that this 
commonsense pro-family legislation 
will pass both the House, the Senate, 
and will be signed into law by our 
President. As the mother of two teen-
age daughters, I believe this bill would 
protect my girls, and I encourage my 
colleagues to vote in favor of the rule 
and support this commonsense legisla-
tion on a concept that is supported by 
the majority of Americans. I believe 
that it is a bill that pro-choice advo-
cates can support. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), who 
was also maligned in the report. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentlewoman for yielding 
me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, let me speak briefly 
about the distortion in the description 
of my amendment in the committee re-
port. First, the suggestion, as the gen-
tleman from New York has indicated, 
the suggestion that we had an oppor-
tunity to respond to the majority re-
port is just not accurate. Perhaps we 
need to change the rules in light of this 
distortion, but the dissenting views ex-
plain our opposition to the bill, and we 
do not see the majority report prior to 
the submission of the dissenting views. 
Therefore, we had no way of knowing 
that such distortions would be part of 
the committee report. 

Mr. Speaker, the underlying bill 
makes it illegal to transport a minor 
across State lines for the purpose of 
getting an abortion. Let me read my 
amendment. ‘‘The prohibitions of this 
section do not apply with respect to 
conduct by taxicab drivers, bus drivers, 
nurses, medical providers, or others in 
the business of professional transport.’’ 
It was described in the report as say-
ing: ‘‘Mr. Scott offered an amendment 
that would have exempted sexual pred-
ators from prosecution if they are taxi-
cab drivers, bus drivers, or others in 
the business of professional transport.’’ 

Let me just say that if a person is 
known to be a sexual predator, the last 
thing a prosecutor would have done 
would be to say, aha, we have him for 
transporting a minor across State lines 

as a taxicab driver, and we can get him 
for a misdemeanor; when, obviously, if 
they can show that he is a sexual pred-
ator, they have many felonies they 
could prosecute him for. But my view 
on the description and the distortion of 
this amendment is that it says more 
about the character of the persons re-
sponsible for describing the amend-
ment that way, or for those trying to 
defend the distortion, than it does 
about the amendment. 

I would point out that the Com-
mittee on Rules changed the descrip-
tion from the distortion in the com-
mittee report and described it as fol-
lows: ‘‘Amendment immunizes taxicab 
drivers, bus drivers, and others in the 
business of professional transport; doc-
tors and nurses and others, medical 
providers or their staff, from the trans-
portation provision of the bill.’’ A de-
scription of what the amendment says, 
a clarification of the distortion, but 
again, Mr. Speaker, it just says more 
about the character of the people who 
wrote that distortion than it does 
about the amendment. 

I would hope that we would adopt an 
amendment to the rules that would re-
quire the Committee on Rules to elimi-
nate that distortion so that the public 
will be accurately informed as to what 
is in the bill and the amendments.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
The gentleman from New York had 
said that the issue of sexual abuse 
never came up in the committee hear-
ing. If you look at page 84. 

Mr. NADLER. I never said that. I 
said it did not come up with respect to 
my amendments. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The gentleman from Georgia 
controls the time. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I stand 
corrected in regard to his amendments, 
but in regard to a number of these 
other amendments, let me quote from 
the committee report on page 84. This 
is the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
CHABOT) speaking. ‘‘This amendment 
would allow abusers potentially to get 
off scot-free and doom the victims of 
sexual abuse to even more abuse. If the 
girl is afraid to tell her parents of the 
abortion for fear of past or future sex-
ual abuse, she may utilize the judicial 
bypass process which is available in her 
State.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
PITTS). 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, a woman 
from my district came to Washington 
last month to tell Congress about how 
her daughter was taken to New Jersey 
for an abortion without her knowledge 
and she said, ‘‘On February 16th, I sent 
my daughter to her bus stop with $2 of 
lunch money. I thought she was safe at 
school. She and her boyfriend had a 
prenatal class scheduled after school.’’ 

So the mom knew about the 14-year-
old daughter’s pregnancy. Her daughter 
had chosen to keep the baby and was 
attending prenatal classes. 
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The mom continues, ‘‘However, what 

really happened was that boyfriend and 
his family met with her down the road 
from the bus stop, called a taxi, they 
put the children on a train from Lan-
caster to Philadelphia. From there 
they took two subways to New Jersey. 
That is where his family met the chil-
dren and took them to the abortion 
clinic. When my daughter started to 
cry and have second thoughts, they 
told her that they would leave her in 
New Jersey. They planned, paid for, co-
erced, harassed and threatened her into 
having the abortion. They left her 
alone during the abortion and went to 
eat lunch.’’ 

From this incident let us be clear on 
what the law allows. A 14-year-old girl 
tells her mom she is pregnant. Mom 
says she will support her in whatever 
choice she makes. The daughter choos-
es to have the baby and begins to pre-
pare for delivery, even chooses the 
names. Boyfriend’s family bullies the 
girl into having an abortion and sends 
her to New Jersey. All this time the 
mother thinks she is sending her 
daughter to school. Instead, the boy-
friend’s family dropped this young girl 
in tears off at an abortion clinic and 
then went to eat lunch. Her unborn 
baby is killed and she is in counseling 
to this day.

b 1230 
Mr. Speaker, this bill would correct 

this problem. It would protect our chil-
dren. No parent should be kept in the 
dark when it comes to a medical issue 
regarding their children. I urge support 
for the rule and the bill. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 31⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE), a Mem-
ber maligned in the report. 

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, I am outraged by the incident 
that the last speaker mentioned. I do 
not know why there seems to be the ig-
noring of the obvious. The amendments 
that Democrats offered in the com-
mittee had nothing to do with their 
compassion and lack thereof. In fact, it 
was to enhance and give a broader op-
portunity for a tragedy that occurred 
like that, which is really people with 
no feelings and no heart. Those are not 
relatives of that young woman. That 
was not her parent. That was almost a 
criminal act. That has nothing to do 
with the point that the Democrats 
were trying to make, which is give the 
opportunity for a greater latitude of 
those who can counsel and comfort this 
young woman. 

I do not know where the parent was 
in this instance, but maybe if a grand-
parent or a godparent was there or a 
clergy was there, this terrible tragedy 
that occurred with people who were not 
her relatives might have been avoided. 

So this distorted debate on the floor 
of the House mischaracterizes many of 
those who raise these very issues in the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

So I not only stand outraged for the 
tragedy that was just articulated by 
the previous speaker, a child forced to 
get on abortion, on the floor by the 
other side of the aisle, but I am equally 
outraged at the misconstruing of the 
amendment offered in the Judiciary 
Committee suggesting that they ex-
empted child predators. The process 
that the Committee on the Judiciary 
Committee has used, and my friends on 
the other side of the aisle have used de-
serve absolute disregard, and that is to 
distort, misquote, ‘‘miswrite’’, abuse 
and mischaracterize the amendments 
that were offered by a number of mem-
bers of the Committee on the Judici-
ary. Mine happened to be one. We did 
not offer amendments to protect child 
predator rather our amendments of-
fered a safety net to that minor child. 

I thank the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER); I thank the 
ranking member, not only for her pas-
sion but also her articulation of the 
long-standing damage. We are Ameri-
cans, too, and we are also human 
beings. The Republican staff well 
knows that somebody somewhere, and 
forget about an election, but people 
who you go home to your district, to be 
able to hold this document up and say 
that SHEILA JACKSON-LEE deals with 
child predators, how dare you do that. 
It is an outrage. The only issue my 
amendment dealt with was to give the 
minor child more protection. 

The only thing that I think is appro-
priate is for the chairman of the full 
committee to exercise some sort of 
comity and collegiality to remove this 
abusive language. 

First of all, the specifics of my 
amendment says that I offered an 
amendment that would have exempted 
sexual predators from prosecution 
under the bill. My amendment dealt 
specifically with allowing clergy, god-
parents, aunts and uncles or first cous-
ins, minimally speaking; and then I of-
fered a GAO study. The description in 
the report language also says I have a 
GAO study dealing with clergy and 
godparents. This is an abuse of power 
and incorrect. And I know this is inside 
the ballpark, but it also says if you 
have the votes for this legislation, win 
fair and square. Do not win by malign-
ing colleagues and defeating the pur-
pose of the rules of this House. Vote 
this rule down.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the re-
strictive H. Res. 236, the rule governing the 
debate over H.R. 748, the Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act of 2005—legislation 
that has come to the Congress before for con-
sideration but that did not pass because of its 
overwhelming contentious nature. Today is no 
different. 

I thank my Democrat colleagues of the 
Committee on Rules for their efforts to move 
this House to bring decorum and profes-
sionalism to the committee process. The re-
port as to amendments offered by Mr. SCOTT, 
Mr. NADLER, and me was materially inaccurate 
to the point of being offensive. 

My amendment, in particular, made no men-
tion of sexual predators. One can infer virtually 

anything about amendments until they are 
taken into context. In fact, one can infer a 
myriad of negative things from what is not in-
cluded in the base legislation. The report was, 
frankly, ludicrous as to this matter. We must 
take it upon ourselves to accurately interpret 
our colleagues’ amendments; lest we turn our-
selves into a body of mud-slinging, vindictive 
individuals. 

As Chair of the Children’s Caucus, the re-
port has risen to an inflammatory inference 
that must be corrected because justice re-
quires it. However, one thing about this debate 
is different. The manner in which our com-
mittee colleagues have elected to report out 
the amendments that were offered by Mr. 
SCOTT, Mr. NADLER, and me has morphed 
from the simple reiteration of the precise idea 
of the amendment two years ago when we 
last debated this to an abomination that in-
sinuates that our amendments would protect 
sexual predators. As my colleague and partner 
in offering the amendment I will present today 
stated before the Committee on Rules, our 
committee colleagues have behaved in an un-
fair manner and have made a clear partisan 
attack when the lives of minor females are at 
stake. 

H. Res. 236, while ruling the amendments 
of Mr. SCOTT and of Mr. NADLER and me in 
order, unreasonably restricts the debate on 
the highly controversial base bill. The Child 
Interstate Abortion Notification Act (CIANA), 
while good in its intention, was written with 
several areas of vagueness, overly punitive 
nature, and constitutional violations that very 
much deserve debate in order to save lives 
and to obviate the need for piles upon piles of 
legal pleadings. 

The mandatory parental-involvement laws 
already create a draconian framework under 
which a young woman loses many of her civil 
rights. My state, Texas, is one of 23 states 
(AL, AZ, AR, GA, IN, KS, KY, LA, MA, MI, 
MN, MS, MO, NE, ND, PA, RI, SD, TN, UT, 
TX, VA, WY) that follows old provisions of the 
‘‘Child Custody Protection Act’’ which make it 
a federal crime for an adult to accompany a 
minor across state lines for abortion services 
if a woman comes from a state with a strict 
parental-involvement mandate. There are 10 
states (CO, DE, lA, ME, MD, NC, OH, SC, WI, 
WV) that are ‘‘non-compliant,’’ or require some 
parental notice but other adults may be noti-
fied, may give consent, or the requirement 
may be waived by a health care provider in 
lieu of the parental consent. Finally, there are 
17 states (AK, CA, CT, DC, FL, ID, IL, MT, 
NV, NH, NJ, NM, NY, OK, OR, VT, WA) that 
have no law restricting a woman’s access to 
abortion in this case. The base bill, if passed, 
would take away the States’ rights to make 
their own determination as to legislating the 
abortion issue for minors with respect to pa-
rental notification. 

My amendment to the Child Interstate Abor-
tion Notification Act, would change the prohibi-
tions to exempt grandparents of the minor or 
clergy persons. This must be done because 
some minors want the counsel of a respon-
sible adult, and are unable to turn to their par-
ents. In Idaho, a 13-year-old girl named Spring 
Adams was shot to death by her father after 
he learned that she planned to terminate a 
pregnancy caused by his acts of incest. This 
is an exact situation where the help of a 
grandparent or clergy would have been more 
helpful. Spring Adams may still be with us 
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today if she could have found someone more 
compassionate and caring to confide in. 

H.R. 748, as drafted, will not improve family 
communication or help young women facing 
crisis pregnancies. We all hope that loving 
parents will be involved when their daughter 
faces a crisis pregnancy. Every parent hopes 
that a child confronting a crisis will seek the 
advice and counsel of those who care for her 
most and know her best. In fact, even in the 
absence of laws mandating parental involve-
ment, many young women do turn to their par-
ents when they are considering an abortion. 
One study found that 61 percent of parents in 
states without mandatory parental consent or 
notice laws knew of their daughter’s preg-
nancy. 

Unfortunately, some young women cannot 
involve their parents because they come from 
homes where physical violence or emotional 
abuse is prevalent or because their preg-
nancies are the result of incest. In these situa-
tions, the government cannot force healthy 
family communication where it does not al-
ready exist—and attempts to do so can have 
tragic consequences for some girls. 

Major medical associations—including the 
American Medical Association, the American 
College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, 
the American College of Physicians, and the 
American Public Health Association—all have 
longstanding policies opposing mandatory pa-
rental-involvement laws because of the dan-
gers they pose to young women and the need 
for confidential access to physicians. These 
physicians see young ladies on a daily basis 
and hear their stories. They would not protest 
this law unless they felt there were severe 
stakes. 

CIANA criminalizes caring adults—including 
grandparents of the minor, who attempt to as-
sist young women facing crisis pregnancies. In 
one study, 93 percent of minors who did not 
involve a parent in their decision to obtain an 
abortion were still accompanied by someone 
to the doctor’s office. If CIANA becomes law, 
a person could be prosecuted for accom-
panying a minor to a neighboring state, even 
if that person does not intend, or even know, 
that the parental-involvement law of the state 
of residence has not been followed. Although 
legal abortion is very safe, it is typically advis-
able to accompany any patient undergoing 
even minor surgery. Without the Jackson Lee-
Nadler Amendment, a grandmother could be 
subject to criminal charges for accompanying 
her granddaughter to an out-of-state facility—
even if the facility was the closest to the 
young woman’s home and they were not at-
tempting to evade a parental involvement law. 

In a statement given by Dr. Warren Seigel, 
a member of the Physician for Reproductive 
Choice and Health, to the House Judiciary 
Subcommittee on the Constitution, he says, ‘‘I 
recognize that parents ideally should be—and 
usually are—involved in health decisions re-
garding their children. However, the Child 
Interstate Abortion Notification Act does noth-
ing to promote such communication. Instead, 
CIANA places incredible burdens on both 
young women and physicians; infringes on the 
rights of adolescents to health care that does 
not violate their safety and health; makes car-
ing family, friends and doctors criminals; and 
could be detrimental to the health and emo-
tional well-being of all patients.’’ 

Although this legislation is supposedly 
aimed at increasing parent-child communica-

tion, the government cannot mandate healthy 
families and, indeed, it is dangerous to at-
tempt to do so. Research has shown that the 
overwhelming majority of adolescents already 
tell their parents before receiving an abortion. 
In fact, the younger the woman is, the more 
likely she is to tell her parent. The American 
Academy of Pediatrics, a national medical or-
ganization representing the 60,000 physician 
leaders in pediatric medicine—of which I am a 
member and leader—has adopted the fol-
lowing statement regarding mandatory paren-
tal notification:

Adolescents should be strongly encouraged 
to involve their parents and other trusted 
adults in decisions regarding pregnancy ter-
mination, and the majority of them volun-
tarily do so. Legislation mandating parental 
involvement does not achieve the intended 
benefit of promoting family communication, 
but it does increase the risk of harm to the 
adolescent by delaying access to appropriate 
medical care.

It is important to consider why some young 
women cannot inform their parents. The threat 
of physical or emotional abuse upon disclo-
sure of the pregnancy to their parents or a 
pregnancy that is the result of incest make it 
impossible for these adolescents to inform 
their parents. My amendment would allow 
other trusted adults to be a part of this proc-
ess. Support the Jackson Lee-Nadler amend-
ment.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. BARRETT). 

Mr. BARRETT of South Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support of 
H.R. 748 and the rule that we have in 
front of us this afternoon. I commend 
the sponsor of the legislation, the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN), for introducing this legisla-
tion, legislation of which I am a proud 
cosponsor. 

Mr. Speaker, I find it unacceptable 
that under the current law any person 
in this country can take a pregnant 
minor to another State for the purpose 
of having an abortion without parents’ 
knowledge and/or consent. 

As the father of a teenage daughter 
myself, it is a frightening scenario. I 
am particularly happy to see that this 
bill will require abortion providers to 
inform a minor’s parent or legal guard-
ian within 24 hours before carrying out 
an abortion procedure. 

Parental notification is not a new 
idea. I have three children, and my wife 
and I have to sign a parental consent 
form when our children go on a field 
trip. But what we are talking about 
today is the most serious of subjects, 
and I strongly believe no parent should 
find out after the fact that such a pro-
cedure has been performed on their 
child. 

When it comes to such a serious med-
ical procedure being performed on a 
minor, we cannot leave that notifica-
tion up to a scared child. Every parent 
or legal guardian has a right to know, 
and this legislation ensures that right. 
I urge my colleagues to support the 
rule on H.R. 748 which ensures that 
right. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Mrs. CAPPS). 

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to this rule and to H.R. 748, 
the Child Interstate Abortion Notifica-
tion Act. It would be more aptly called 
the Teenage Abandonment Act because 
that is what this bill does. It abandons 
our teenage children. 

When I was a school nurse, I was 
privileged to administer a school-based 
program for teen parents and pregnant 
teenagers, helping them to stay in 
school and support their children. 
What I saw firsthand was that for these 
young women, the discovery that they 
were pregnant presented them with the 
hardest choices they would ever face. 
They needed the help of adults to sort 
through the issues surrounding their 
pregnancy, but this bill makes sure 
that many pregnant teenagers will be 
all alone as they face this problem. 

Ideally, of course, a pregnant teen-
ager will turn to parents for advice and 
support. Believe me, those who can and 
are able, they do. But we do not live in 
an ideal world. Sadly, not all parents 
are good. Some parents are abusive; 
other parents are not equipped to deal 
with this. And in some awful situa-
tions, a parent is responsible for the 
daughter’s pregnancy. 

In these terrible conditions, it is crit-
ical that a young girl coping with se-
vere emotional distress be able to turn 
to other loving adults for help and 
guidance: perhaps a doctor, a teacher, a 
clergy, or a grandparent. This bill dis-
courages that. Judicial bypass sounds 
easy on paper, not in real life for a 
teenager. This bill cuts off other sup-
port a young woman might have. It 
abandons her at her time of most crit-
ical need. 

Mr. Speaker, if we want to be com-
passionate toward young women, really 
compassionate, we are going to defeat 
this bill.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Penn-
sylvania (Ms. HART). 

Ms. HART. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me this time on 
this extremely important issue. 

I decided it was important to speak 
some words about it. As a State legis-
lator for a number of years, and a lot of 
us here were, I understand the impor-
tance of State laws and the importance 
of respecting families. 

I am just shocked at some of the de-
bate I hear on the other side of the 
aisle opposing this legislation. The 
whole point here is to support the fam-
ily. The whole point here is to prevent 
the person who may even be a sexual 
predator or the person who is exploit-
ing this minor from transporting this 
child across a State line to obtain an 
abortion and basically get rid of his 
problem. 

It is outrageous that we would not 
support this legislation. A minor needs 
parental consent to engage in sports in 
school, to get a tattoo or a body pierc-
ing; yet we are allowing people to take 
a child across State lines for an abor-
tion. 
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Mr. Speaker, it is important that we 

pass this bill. It is important to pre-
serve families. I believe with all my 
heart we are just nuts not to support 
this bill. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
MCGOVERN). 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I 
strongly oppose this bill, and I know 
some people strongly support the bill. 
This clearly is an emotional issue. We 
can debate both sides of this. But I rise 
to express my deep regret over the re-
port from the Committee on the Judi-
ciary that accompanied this legisla-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, there is not a civility 
left in this House, and what little civil-
ity is left I want to protect. Listening 
to my colleagues on the other side talk 
about, and the way they have 
mischaracterized and misrepresented 
and, yes, maligned Democratic Mem-
bers on this side, and I say maligned 
because if you use those words that you 
used to describe their amendments to 
describe them on this House floor, your 
words would be taken down. 

One of the kinds of traditions or the 
unwritten rules of this House is when 
you describe the amendments offered 
by Republicans or Democrats, it is 
done so in a nonpartisan way. In the 
Committee on Rules, we get more 
amendments than any other committee 
in this House, and they are all de-
scribed in a nonpartisan way. We would 
never describe anybody’s amendment 
in this kind of a political way. If we 
did, there would be an outcry amongst 
members on that committee. 

I urge my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle to kind of take a step 
back, to correct the report, to dem-
onstrate some civility and some ration-
ality on this issue. Nobody deserves to 
have their amendments characterized 
the way these Members did. This is 
wrong, and I know deep down you know 
it is wrong. 

It is difficult for me to sit by and 
watch my colleague from Georgia and 
the chairman of the Committee on the 
Judiciary, who I have great respect for, 
try to rationalize this. We are better 
than this. I would hope there could be 
a bipartisan consensus when it comes 
to descriptions of amendments in re-
ports, we could do this in a nonpartisan 
way.

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING). 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the rule and the un-
derlying bill, the Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act. 

Mr. Speaker, eight in 10 Americans 
favor parental notification laws, and 44 
States have recognized the important 
role of parents in a minor child’s deci-
sion to have an abortion by enacting a 
parental involvement statute. Even so, 
many of these laws are being cir-
cumvented by people who simply trans-
port girls across State lines to States 

without parental notification laws for 
the purpose of getting an abortion. 

All too often these other adults are 
grown men who sexually preyed upon 
the young girls, and they used the 
abortions to cover up their crimes. 
CIANA returns parental rights to par-
ents. 

Despite the strong deference it gives 
to abortion rights, even the U.S. Su-
preme Court recognizes that parents’ 
rights to control the care of their chil-
dren is among the most fundamental of 
all liberty interests. The Supreme 
Court has consistently recognized that 
parents have a legal right to be in-
volved in their minor daughter’s deci-
sion to seek medical care, including 
abortion. 

The court has consistently affirmed a 
State’s right to restrict the cir-
cumstances under which a minor may 
obtain an abortion in ways that adult 
women seeking abortion are not re-
stricted. The Supreme Court has also 
observed that ‘‘the medical, emotion, 
and psychological consequences of an 
abortion are serious and can be last-
ing,’’ and that ‘‘it seems unlikely that 
a minor will obtain adequate counsel 
and support from an attending physi-
cian at an abortion clinic where abor-
tions for pregnant minors frequently 
take place.’’ 

The Supreme Court has also stated 
that ‘‘minors often lack the experience, 
perspective, and judgment to recognize 
and avoid choices that could be detri-
mental to them.’’ 

No one has the child’s best interest 
at heart more than her parents. Minors 
have to have parental permission to be 
given an aspirin by the school nurse. 
Twenty-six States have laws requiring 
parental consent before minors can get 
body piercings or tattoos, and in fact 
some States prohibit tattooing of 
minor children even with parental con-
sent. Parents must be able to play a 
role. 

The public, State statutes, and Su-
preme Court precedent all support pa-
rental involvement in a minor’s life de-
cision. Please support the rule and the 
underlying bill. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. WATERS). 

(Ms. WATERS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the bill and to the 
proposed rule for this bill. 

The two amendments made in order 
under the proposed rule, the Scott 
amendment and the Jackson-Lee/Nad-
ler amendment are very important 
amendments. At the same time, it is 
instructive to note that many of the 
nine Democratic amendments that 
were not made in order seek to protect 
the people most directly affected by 
the bill: the young girls who wish to 
exercise their constitutional right to 
end their pregnancy. 

For example, I offered an amendment 
before the Committee on Rules to cre-

ate an exception to the criminal pen-
alties and a civil suit imposed on a per-
son transporting a young girl across 
State lines in cases where the minor is 
a victim of incest. Because the bill 
lacks a judicial bypass procedure in 
circumstances where the Federal noti-
fication requirements apply, under this 
bill a young girl could be required to 
notify a parent who impregnated her 
before obtaining an abortion even 
though it would be inappropriate, trau-
matic, and potentially dangerous to re-
quire her to do so. 

Mr. Speaker, if a young girl is re-
quired to notify a parent who has mo-
lested her that she is pregnant before 
traveling to another State to seek an 
abortion, I fear that some girls may 
seek to end their pregnancy without 
help, whether they do so by traveling 
alone to another State for the proce-
dure, or even worse, through a self-in-
duced or illegal back-alley abortion. 
However, the Republican members on 
the Committee on Rules refused to 
make this amendment in order on a 
party-line vote. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. NADLER) and I also of-
fered a commonsense amendment bar-
ring a parent who has molested his 
daughter and caused her to be pregnant 
from any relief under this bill.

b 1245 

However, this too was rejected on a 
party-line vote. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill should be con-
sidered under an open rule that would 
allow consideration of amendments to 
protect the young girls who choose to 
seek an abortion. In its current form, 
the bill gives rights to a parent who 
has victimized his daughter. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
rule. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. CHABOT), who is a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary and chair-
man of the Constitution Sub-
committee. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
748, the Child Interstate Abortion Noti-
fication Act of 2005, introduced by the 
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN), and I want to thank her for 
her leadership on this. 

We have passed this bill a number of 
times in a different form. There is one 
addition in this particular bill. But it 
is good legislation. I strongly encour-
age my colleagues to support it. CIANA 
is critical to better protecting young 
girls who fall prey to older men as well 
as ensuring fundamental parental 
rights, that parents have the right to 
be involved in the decisions of their 
daughters, particularly one that may 
have the long-term consequences of 
this particular decision. 

CIANA builds on the Child Custody 
Protection Act by requiring that abor-
tion providers provide 24 hours’ notice 
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to one of the minor’s parents, or legal 
guardians if necessary, prior to per-
forming an abortion, unless one of four 
carefully crafted exceptions is met. As 
I said, young girls are increasingly fall-
ing prey to older men who do not have 
the minor’s best interests in mind. Par-
ents are being left out of decisions in 
which they can provide critical infor-
mation about their child’s medical his-
tory and medical conditions as well as 
provide appropriate follow-up care if 
necessary. CIANA pushes back against 
this trend by allowing parents to have 
the chance to exercise their right to be 
involved in what may be the most im-
portant decision of their daughter’s 
life. 

There has been, obviously, concern 
raised and some umbrage taken about 
the amendments in the committee re-
port. I do not think we should lose 
track of this important legislation, 
what it actually does; and I think that 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
GINGREY) made a very important point, 
and that is that what was being point-
ed out was in regard to these amend-
ments what the effects would be and 
how predators could take advantage of 
these amendments, not the intent of 
our colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. HARMAN). 

(Ms. HARMAN asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time, and I commend her for her lead-
ership on this issue and many impor-
tant issues. 

Mr. Speaker, what we are really talk-
ing about today is the need to prevent 
teen pregnancy. Let us understand 
that. We can disagree about this issue. 
But I strongly feel, as a mother of four 
children, two daughters and two sons, 
that by providing them information I 
am the one who can assure that they 
behave responsibly. I do not need to 
criminalize the behavior of others in 
trying to do my best job as a mother. 
So I oppose this bill. 

I also oppose the rule because it did 
not make in order something I thought 
was totally obvious, and that is an 
amendment that I offered with the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS) 
to prevent teen pregnancy by funding 
programs which accomplish that. The 
Committee on Rules chose not to make 
our amendment in order. All it would 
have done was provide a series of cri-
teria by which to judge teen pregnancy 
programs. Those that were effective in 
preventing teen pregnancy would get 
precious Federal dollars, and those 
that were not would not. 

I would call that, given my back-
ground on the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, a slam-dunk 
amendment, but it was not to the Com-
mittee on Rules. So I oppose this rule 
because it shut out our opportunity to 
offer our amendment. We will be intro-

ducing it as a stand-alone bill and it is 
also part of a comprehensive bill that 
the gentlewoman from New York has 
introduced. But I would hope that this 
body later this year would do the right 
thing, and that is to put our money 
where our mouth is. And where our 
mouth is, is to reduce unwanted teen 
pregnancy. That is a much better an-
swer than the thrust of this legislation 
we are considering here today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The Chair would advise 
Members that the gentlewoman from 
New York has 3 minutes remaining and 
the gentleman from Georgia has 3 min-
utes remaining and the right to close. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. NEUGEBAUER). 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support of H.R. 748, the 
Child Interstate Abortion Notification 
Act of 2005, and the rule. I want to 
thank the gentlewoman from Florida 
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for leading the 
charge on this important piece of legis-
lation. 

Let us talk about what this piece of 
legislation does. It does three things: 
one, it upholds the democratic process 
that has taken place in 44 States; it re-
spects the rights of parents to be in-
volved in the medical decisions for 
their children; and, most importantly, 
it protects the health of young daugh-
ters. 

When someone takes their child to 
get their teeth cleaned, if they are un-
derage today, they have to have a par-
ent’s permission. We should have par-
ents involved in this very important 
decision in a young woman’s life and 
protect them from those who do not 
have their best interests at heart. 

I encourage the Members of this body 
to do the right thing today. Let us pro-
tect these young women and make sure 
that this important decision is with a 
parent’s involvement and not with 
someone who does not have their best 
interests. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, to show 
the egregious nature of the misconduct 
engaged in by the committee report, I 
have here the reports from the 107th 
Congress, the 106th Congress, and sev-
eral other Congresses on these same 
amendments. 

In the 107th Congress, an amendment 
was offered prohibiting H.R. 476 from 
applying with respect to conduct by a 
grandparent or adult sibling of a 
minor; 106th Congress, to exempt 
grandparents and adult siblings of the 
minor from the provisions of the bill; 
106th Congress, four amendments were 
offered en bloc by the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) to ex-
empt ministers, rabbis, pastors, 
priests, other religious leaders from 
the provisions of the bill. 

In no case in these prior Congresses 
was the slander and libel about sexual 
predators mentioned. That has changed 

for this Congress. It has changed be-
cause of a dishonest report. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert into the 
RECORD the reports. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York? 

There was no objection.
HEARINGS 

The Committee’s Subcommittee on the 
Constitution held a hearing on H.R. 476 on 
September 6, 2001. Testimony was received 
from the following witnesses: Ms. Eileen 
Roberts, Mothers Against Minors’ Abortions, 
Inc.; Professor John C. Harrison, Professor of 
Law, University of Virginia School of Law; 
Rev. Katherine Ragsdale, Vicar, St. David’s 
Episcopal Church; and Ms. Teresa S. Collett, 
Professor of Law, South Texas College of 
Law. Additional material was submitted by 
Honorable Ileana Ros-Lehtinen (R–FL); Mr. 
Laurence H. Tribe, Tyler Professor of Con-
stitutional Law, Harvard University and Mr. 
Peter J. Rubin, Associate Professor of Law, 
Georgetown University; Bill and Karen Bell; 
and the Center for Reproductive Law and 
Policy. 

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION 
On February 7, 2002, the Subcommittee on 

the Constitution met in open session and or-
dered favorably reported the bill H.R. 476, by 
a voice vote, a quorum being present. On 
March 20, 2002, the Committee met in open 
session and ordered favorably reported the 
bill H.R. 476 without amendment by a re-
corded vote of 19 to 6, a quorum being 
present. 

VOTE OF THE COMMITTEE 
1. An amendment was offered by Mrs. Wa-

ters to prohibit subsection (a) of the Act 
from applying ‘‘if the pregnancy is the result 
of sexual contact with a parent or any other 
person who has permanent or temporary care 
or custody or responsibility for supervision 
of the minor, or by any household or family 
member.’’ The amendment was defeated by a 
rollcall vote of 12 to 16. 

COMMITTEE OVERSIGHT FINDINGS 

In compliance with clause 3(c)(3) of rule 
XIII of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee reports that the find-
ings and recommendations of the Com-
mittee, based on oversight activities under 
clause 2(b)(1) of rule X of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, are incorporated 
in the descriptive portions of this report. 

PERFORMANCE GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

H.R. 476 does not authorize funding. There-
fore, clause 3(c) of rule XIII of the Rules of 
the House is inapplicable. 

NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY AND TAX 
EXPENDITURES 

Clause 3(c)(2) of House rule XIII is inappli-
cable because this legislation does not pro-
vide new budgetary authority or increased 
tax expenditures. 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST 
ESTIMATE 

In compliance with clause 3(c)(3) of rule 
XIII of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee sets forth, with respect 
to the bill, H.R. 476, the following estimate 
and comparison prepared by the director of 
the Congressional Budget Office under sec-
tion 402 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974:

HEARINGS 

The Committee’s Subcommittee on the 
Constitution held a hearing on H.R. 1218, the 
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‘‘Child Custody Protection Act,’’ on May 27, 
1999. Testimony was received from the fol-
lowing witnesses: Ms. Eileen Roberts, Moth-
ers Against Minors’ Abortions, Inc.; Ms. Bil-
lie Lominick of Newbury, South Carolina; 
Professor Lino A. Graglia, A. Dalton Cross 
Professor of Law, University of Texas School 
of Law; Dr. Jonathon D. Klein, M.D., Amer-
ican Academy of Pediatrics; and Professor 
John C. Harrison, Professor of Law, Univer-
sity of Virginia School of Law. Additional 
material was submitted by Professor Ste-
phen B. Presser, Raoul Berger Professor of 
Legal History, Northwestern University 
School of Law; National Right to Life Com-
mittee, Inc.; Center for Reproductive Law 
and Policy; National Abortion and Reproduc-
tive Rights League; and the American Civil 
Liberties Union. 

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION 
On June 8, 1999, the Subcommittee on the 

Constitution met in open session and ordered 
reported the bill H.R. 1218, without amend-
ment, by voice vote, a reporting quorum 
being present. On June 23, 1999, the Com-
mittee met in open session and ordered re-
ported favorably the bill, H.R. 1218, without 
amendment, by a recorded vote of 16 to 13, a 
quorum being present. 

VOTE OF THE COMMITTEE 
1. An amendment was offered by Mr. Nad-

ler to exempt grandparents and adult sib-
lings of the minor from the provisions of the 
bill. The amendment was defeated by a 13–17 
roll call vote. 

2. An amendment was offered by Mr. Nad-
ler to permit any adult who reasonably be-
lieved that compliance with state judicial 
bypass procedures would either ‘‘compromise 
the minor’s intent to maintain confiden-
tiality with respect to her choice to termi-
nate a pregnancy’’ or would ‘‘be futile be-
cause the judicial bypass procedure of the 
minor’s state of residence is unavailable or 
ineffective,’’ to obtain a waiver of the re-
quirements of the bill from a federal district 
court. The amendment was defeated by a 14–
17 roll call vote. 

3. Four amendments were offered en bloc 
by Ms. Jackson Lee to exempt ministers, 
rabbis, pastors, priests, other religious lead-
ers, aunts, uncles, godparents, and first cous-
ins from the provisions of the bill. The en 
bloc amendment was defeated by a 14–16 roll 
call vote. 

4. An amendment was offered by Ms. Wa-
ters to prevent the application of the bill 
‘‘with respect to an abortion where the preg-
nancy resulted from incest.’’ The amend-
ment was defeated by a roll call vote of 12–
15. 

5. An amendment was offered by Mr. Watt 
to require proof that the defendant acted 
with the intent to evade the requirements of 
a state parental involvement law in order to 
be prosecuted under the bill. The amendment 
was defeated by a voice vote. 

6. An amendment was offered by Mr. Watt 
to create an exception where the abortion 
was necessary to prevent serious physical ill-
ness, injury, or disability. The amendment 
was defeated by a 11–17 roll call vote. 

7. An amendment was offered by Ms. Jack-
son Lee to require the General Accounting 
Office to conduct a study of ‘‘the impact of 
the number of unsafe and illegal abortions 
performed on minors who would be affected 
by this law, and report to Congress the re-
sults of that study within one year.’’ The 
amendment was defeated by a 12–17 roll call 
vote.

8. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott 
to exempt medical facilities, doctors, and 
other medical professionals from prosecution 
under the bill. The amendment was defeated 
by a 12–16 roll call vote. 

9. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott 
to exempt accessories after the fact, aiders 

and abetters, and other principals from pros-
ecution under the bill. The amendment was 
defeated by a voice vote. 

10. Final Passage. the motion to report the 
bill, H.R. 1218, favorably without amendment 
to the whole House. The motion was agreed 
to by a roll call vote of 16–13. 

COMMITTEE OVERSIGHT FINDINGS 
In compliance with clause 2(1)(3)(A) of rule 

XI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee reports that the find-
ings and recommendations of the Com-
mittee, based on oversight activities under 
clause 2(b)(1) of rule X of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, are incorporated 
in the descriptive portions of this report. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
FINDINGS 

No findings or recommendations of the 
Committee on Government Reform and Over-
sight were received as referred to in clause 
2(1)(3)(D) of rule XI of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives. 

NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY AND TAX 
EXPENDITURES 

Clause 2(1)(3)(B) of House Rule XI is inap-
plicable because this legislation does not 
provide new budgetary authority or in-
creased tax expenditures. 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE COST 
ESTIMATE 

In compliance with clause 2(1)(3)(B) of rule 
XI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee acts forth, with respect 
to the bill, H.R. 1218, the following estimate 
and comparison prepared by the Director of 
the Congressional Budget Office under sec-
tion 403 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974:

HEARINGS 
The Committee’s Subcommittee on the 

Constitution held a hearing on H.R. 3682, the 
‘‘Child Custody Protection Act’’ on May 21, 
1998. Testimony was received from the fol-
lowing witnesses: Representative Ileana Ros-
Lehtinen; Representative James L. Oberstar; 
Representative Nita Lowey; Representative 
Lincoln Diaz-Balart; Representative Sheila 
Jackson-Lee; Representative Christopher H. 
Smith; Ms. Joyce Farley of Dushore, Penn-
sylvania; Ms. Eileen Roberts, Mothers 
Against Minors’ Abortion; Reverend Kath-
erine Hancock Ragsdale, Episcopalian 
Priest; Professor Teresa Collett, Professor of 
Law, South Texas College of Law; Professor 
Stephen Presser, Raoul Berger Professor of 
Legal History, Northwestern University 
School of Law; and Mr. Robert Graci, Office 
of the Attorney General of Pennsylvania. 

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION 
On June 11, 1998, the Subcommittee on the 

Constitution met in open session and ordered 
reported the bill H.R. 3682, as amended, by a 
vote of 7 to 2, a reporting quorum being 
present. On June 17, and June 23, 1998, the 
Committee met in open session and ordered 
reported favorably the bill, H.R. 3682 with an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute, by 
a recorded vote of 17 to 10, a quorum being 
present. 

VOTE OF THE COMMITTEE 
1. Mr. Canady offered an amendment to 

clarify that neither the minor girl who is 
being taken out of state for an abortion, nor 
her parents, may be subject to prosecution 
or civil action and to add an affirmative de-
fense where the defendant reasonably be-
lieved, based on information the defendant 
obtained directly from a parent of the indi-
vidual or other compelling facts, that the 
state parental involvement law where the 
minor girl resides had been complied with. 
The amendment was agreed to by a voice 
vote. 

2. An amendment was offered by Mr. Nad-
ler to Mr. Canady’s amendment to delete the 
word ‘‘affirmative’’ from the affirmative de-
fense. The amendment was defeated by a 9–15 
roll call vote. 

3. An amendment was offered by Mr. Nad-
ler to Mr. Canady’s amendment to delete 
from the affirmative defense the provision 
that the defendant’s reasonable belief about 
compliance with the state law where the 
minor resides must be ‘‘based on information 
the defendant obtained directly from a par-
ent of the individual or other compelling 
facts.’’ The amendment was defeated by a 8–
15 roll call vote. 

4. An amendment was offered by Mr. Can-
ady to clarify that circumventing a state’s 
parental involvement law is an abridgement 
of a parent’s right and to ensure that either 
parental notice or consent or a judicial by-
pass is obtained before the out-of-state abor-
tion, according to what would have been re-
quired by the first state’s law. The amend-
ment was agreed to by a voice vote. 

5. An amendment was offered by Mr. Barr 
to add the phrase ‘‘in fact’’ to Mr. Canady’s 
amendment to clarify that, under the new 
language as amended, knowledge of violation 
of the state law is not an element requiring 
specific proof. The amendment was agreed to 
by a voice vote. 

6. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott 
to exempt the sibling of a minor from the 
penalty provision of this Act. The amend-
ment was defeated by a 6–15 roll call vote.

7. An amendment was offered by Ms. Jack-
son-Lee that would exempt ministers, rabbis, 
pastors, priests, or other religious leaders 
from the penalty provisions of the Act. The 
amendment was defeated by a 5–17 roll call 
vote. 

8. An amendment was offered by Ms. Jack-
son-Lee to require that one year after the 
enactment of this bill, GAO submit a study 
on the impact on the number of illegal and 
unsafe abortions and increased parental 
abuse, and report to Congress the results of 
that study. The amendment was defeated by 
a 8–4 roll call vote. 

9. An amendment was offered by Mr. Con-
yers to create an exception to the prohibi-
tions of this bill to the extent such prohibi-
tions would increase ‘‘hazards’’ to the minor 
or place an undue burden on a minor seeking 
an abortion. The amendment was defeated by 
a 8–14 roll call vote. 

10. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott 
to create an exception where a minor has 
participated in a judicial bypass proceeding 
in any state court. The amendment was de-
feated by a 9–16 roll call vote. 

11. An amendment was offered by Mr. Watt 
to create an exception where the abortion is 
necessary to prevent serious physical illness 
or a serious health condition. The amend-
ment was defeated by a 11–16 roll call vote. 

12. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott 
to remove the ability of parents to file a 
civil action for violation of their rights 
under this bill. The amendment was defeated 
by a voice vote. 

13. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott 
to exempt from any criminal or civil liabil-
ity abortion clinics and providers. The 
amendment was defeated by a voice vote. 

14. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott 
to create a health exception. The amend-
ment was defeated by a voice vote. 

15. An amendment was offered by Mr. Watt 
to require proof of specific intent to evade a 
state’s parental involvement law. The 
amendment was defeated by a voice vote. 

16. Two amendments were offered en bloc 
by Mr. Scott to remove the applicability of 
sections 2 and 3 of title 18 dealing with acces-
sory after the fact and aiding and abetting 
principals under the bill. The en bloc amend-
ment was defeated by a voice vote. 
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17. An amendment was offered by Mr. 

Frank to insert a non-severability clause. 
The amendment was defeated by a 5–15 roll 
call vote.

18. An amendment was offered by Mr. Scott 
to require a finding of significant federal in-
terest and insufficiency of state laws before 
prosecution pursuant to this bill. The 
amendment was defeated by a voice vote. 

19. An amendment was offered by Ms. 
Jackson-Lee to exclude grandparents from 
the prohibitions of this bill. The amendment 
was defeated by an 8–16 rollcall vote. 

20. Two amendments were offered en bloc 
by Ms. Jackson-Lee to exclude aunts, uncles, 
and first cousins from the prohibitions of 
this bill. The en bloc amendment was de-
feated by a 9–16 rollcall vote. 

21. Final Passage. Mr. Hyde moved to re-
port the bill, H.R. 3682, favorably as amended 
by the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute to the whole House. The motion was 
agreed to by a rollcall vote of 17–10. 

COMMITTEE OVERSIGHT FINDINGS 

In compliance with clause 2(1)(3)(A) of rule 
XI of the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the Committee reports that the find-
ings and recommendations of the Com-
mittee, based on oversight activities under 
clause 2(b)(1) of rule X of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives, are incorporated 
in the descriptive portions of this report. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND 
OVERSIGHT FINDINGS 

No findings or recommendations of the 
Committee on Government Reform and Over-
sight were received as referred to in clause 
2(1)(3)(D) of rule XI of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives. 

NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY AND TAX 
EXPENDITURES 

Clause (2)(1)(3)(B) of House Rule XI is inap-
plicable because this legislation does not 
provide new budgetary authority or in-
creased tax expenditures. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

First let me say that, once again, the 
Congress of the United States is begin-
ning to meddle in the affairs of the 
American public. They tried to tell us 
in the Schiavo case that they did not 
care for it, but undeterred by that, 
Congress is coming back again to make 
decisions for the American family. 

In 19 years in the House of Represent-
atives, I have heard of no single case of 
any problem that this bill would attach 
to, and try as I might, I can find that 
there is no great epidemic or any out-
break of this sort of thing, of coercing 
young women against their will, or for 
any other reason; and to occupy this 
kind of time in Congress is appalling to 
me. 

But I urge Members to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
the previous question so that I can 
modify the rule to require that the 
Committee on the Judiciary file a sup-
plemental report to clarify the descrip-
tions of the five Democrat amendments 
that were so grossly mischaracterized 
in the original Committee on the Judi-
ciary report on H.R. 748. I attempted to 
add this language in the Committee on 
Rules last night, but it was defeated on 
a party-line vote. 

Mr. Speaker, when an amendment to 
protect grandparents and adult siblings 
from being called criminals simply for 
helping a young granddaughter’s sister 

is twisted beyond the pale and labled 
pro-sexual offender, something is ter-
ribly wrong. And when it is included in 
an official committee report and his-
toric document, it is even worse. We 
are offended by this kind of character 
assassination. 

I cannot stress enough the impor-
tance of a ‘‘no’’ vote on the previous 
question to correct this injustice. A 
‘‘no’’ vote will not keep us from dis-
cussing the underlying bill but will 
simply correct what is a gross mis-
carriage of justice that has never hap-
pened before. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the amendment, 
along with the descriptions of the five 
amendments, be printed in the RECORD 
immediately prior to the vote on the 
previous question. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from New York? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 

again I ask a ‘‘no’’ vote on the previous 
question, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
15 seconds to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. CHABOT). 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

The gentlewoman said she has not 
heard a single case in which this law 
would have affected anything. I will 
send her the transcript of a witness at 
our hearing, Marcia Carroll, whose 
daughter was taken. An abortion was 
provided for that daughter. That 
daughter said she would do anything to 
undo what happened that day and that 
this is something the family should 
have some involvement in. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

I would again emphasize the impor-
tance of this bill as a safeguard of pa-
rental rights and protection for mi-
nors. 

As I listened to the opposition on the 
other side, I cannot help but notice 
how they remain unwilling to honestly 
address and debate this bill. H.R. 748 is 
a clear example of consensus legisla-
tion upon which most Americans agree. 
According to a recent poll by the New 
York Times, almost 80 percent of 
Americans favor parental notification 
law, and yet these laws are currently 
circumvented and violated through the 
interstate transportation of minors. 
Allowing our children to be carted 
across State lines by nonguardians to 
get an abortion is absolutely immoral 
and fundamentally wrong. 

With over 30 States requiring some 
type of parental notification, Congress 
cannot turn a blind eye to those who 
would violate the law and endanger our 
children. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress has an ob-
ligation and absolute moral duty to 
parents and their children alike to 
make sure that these State laws are 
upheld so that nonguardians do not 

make medical decisions for our chil-
dren. Parents and children deserve bet-
ter, Mr. Speaker, and this bill will en-
sure that they get the care and consid-
eration that they need. 

Again I would like to thank the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN), the sponsor of the bill, and 
all my colleagues who support this bill. 
I encourage each and every Member to 
think long and hard about this matter, 
to put rhetoric aside and to listen to 
their conscience. 

Mr. Speaker, I further ask and en-
courage my colleagues to vote in favor 
of this rule and the underlying bill.

The material previously referred to 
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows:
PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 236—RULE ON 

H.R. 748 CHILD INTERSTATE ABORTION NOTI-
FICATION ACT 
Text: At the end of the resolution add the 

following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 2. The Chairman of the Committee 

on the Judiciary shall file a supplemental re-
port to accompany H.R. 748 that provides for 
an objective description of the amendments 
offered during consideration.’’

The following amendments were offered 
and voted down by recorded votes in the Ju-
diciary Committee markup of H.R. 748—The 
Child Interstate Abortion Notification Act 
(CIANA): 

The Judiciary Committee mischar- 
acterized these amendments in their official 
committee report on the bill. 

No. 11–16. Objective Description: A Nadler 
amendment allows an adult who could be 
prosecuted under the bill to go to a Federal 
district court and seek a waiver to the 
state’s parental notice laws if this remedy is 
not available in the state court. 

Committee Report Description: Rollcall 
No. 1. Mr. Nadler offered an amendment that 
would have created an additional layer of 
Federal court review that could be used by 
sexual predators to escape conviction under 
the bill. By a rollcall vote of 11 yeas to 16 
nays, the amendment was defeated. 

No. 12–19. Objective Description: A Nadler 
amendment to exempt a grandparent or 
adult sibling from the criminal and civil pro-
visions in the bill. 

Committee Report Description: Rollcall 
No. 2. Mr. Nadler offered an amendment that 
would have exempted sexual predators from 
prosecution under the bill if they were 
grandparents or adult siblings of a minor. By 
a rollcall vote of 12 yeas to 19 nays, the 
amendment was defeated. 

No. 13–17. Objective Description: A Scott 
amendment to exempt cab drivers, bus driv-
ers and others in the business transportation 
profession from the criminal provisions in 
the bill. 

Committee Report Description: Rollcall 
No. 3. Mr. Scott offered an amendment that 
would have exempted sexual predators from 
prosecution if they are taxicab drivers, bus 
drivers, or others in the business of profes-
sional transport. By a rollcall vote of 13 yeas 
to 17 nays, the amendment was defeated. 

No. 12–18. Objective Description: A Scott 
amendment that would have limited crimi-
nal liability to the person committing the 
offense in the first degree (No. 12–18). 

Committee Report Description: Rollcall 
No. 4. Mr. Scott offered an amendment that 
would have exempted from prosecution 
under the bill those who aid and abet crimi-
nals who could be prosecuted under the bill. 
By a rollcall vote of 12 yeas to 18 nays, the 
amendment was defeated. 

No. 13–20. Objective Description: A Jack-
son-Lee amendment to exempt clergy, god-
parents, aunts, uncles or first cousins from 
the penalties in the bill. 
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Committee Report Description: Rollcall 

No. 5. Ms. Jackson-Lee offered an amend-
ment that would have exempted sexual pred-
ators from prosecution under the bill if they 
were clergy, godparents, aunts, uncles, or 
first cousins of a minor, and would require a 
study by the Government Accounting Office. 
By a rollcall vote of 13 yeas to 20 nays, the 
amendment was defeated. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION DIS-
MISSING ELECTION CONTEST RE-
LATING TO OFFICE OF REP-
RESENTATIVE FROM TEN-
NESSEE’S SIXTH CONGRES-
SIONAL DISTRICT 

Mr. NEY, from the Committee on 
House Administration, submitted a 
privileged report (Rept. No. 109–57) on 
the resolution (H. Res. 239) dismissing 
the election contest relating to the of-
fice of Representative from the Sixth 
Congressional District of Tennessee, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR EXPENSES OF 
CERTAIN COMMITTEES OF 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES IN 
ONE HUNDRED NINTH CONGRESS 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I move to sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 224) providing for the ex-
penses of certain committees of the 
House of Representatives in the One 
Hundred Ninth Congress, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 224

Resolved,
SECTION 1. COMMITTEE EXPENSES FOR THE ONE 

HUNDRED NINTH CONGRESS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—With respect to the One 

Hundred Ninth Congress, there shall be paid 
out of the applicable accounts of the House 
of Representatives, in accordance with this 
primary expense resolution, not more than 
the amount specified in subsection (b) for the 
expenses (including the expenses of all staff 
salaries) of each committee named in such 
subsection. 

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in sub-
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture, 
$11,257,009; Committee on Armed Services, 
$12,826,208; Committee on the Budget, 
$12,026,478; Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, $15,493,286; Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, $19,925,687; Committee on Fi-
nancial Services, $15,203,100; Committee on 
Government Reform, $20,497,085; Committee 
on Homeland Security, $14,000,000; Com-

mittee on House Administration, $9,554,568; 
Permanent Select Committee on Intel-
ligence, $9,527,870; Committee on Inter-
national Relations, $16,299,018; Committee on 
the Judiciary, $15,312,992; Committee on Re-
sources, $14,520,962; Committee on Rules, 
$6,365,600; Committee on Science, $12,327,996; 
Committee on Small Business, $5,586,973; 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct, 
$4,290,536; Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure, $18,108,082; Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs, $6,474,418; and Committee 
on Ways and Means, $17,819,494. 
SEC. 2. FIRST SESSION LIMITATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided 
for in section 1 for each committee named in 
subsection (b), not more than the amount 
specified in such subsection shall be avail-
able for expenses incurred during the period 
beginning at noon on January 3, 2005, and 
ending immediately before noon on January 
3, 2006. 

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in sub-
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture, 
$5,495,805; Committee on Armed Services, 
$6,292,249; Committee on the Budget, 
$6,013,239; Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, $7,705,970; Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, $9,812,619; Committee on Fi-
nancial Services, $7,427,648; Committee on 
Government Reform, $10,121,443; Committee 
on Homeland Security, $6,100,026; Committee 
on House Administration, $4,648,683; Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence, 
$4,500,653; Committee on International Rela-
tions, $7,946,084; Committee on the Judiciary, 
$7,461,565; Committee on Resources, 
$7,178,224; Committee on Rules, $3,074,229; 
Committee on Science, $6,101,648; Committee 
on Small Business, $2,721,600; Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct, $1,891,890; 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, $8,856,869; Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs, $3,075,732; and Committee on Ways 
and Means, $8,674,514. 
SEC. 3. SECOND SESSION LIMITATIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Of the amount provided 
for in section 1 for each committee named in 
subsection (b), not more than the amount 
specified in such subsection shall be avail-
able for expenses incurred during the period 
beginning at noon on January 3, 2006, and 
ending immediately before noon on January 
3, 2007. 

(b) COMMITTEES AND AMOUNTS.—The com-
mittees and amounts referred to in sub-
section (a) are: Committee on Agriculture, 
$5,761,204; Committee on Armed Services, 
$6,533,959; Committee on the Budget, 
$6,013,239; Committee on Education and the 
Workforce, $7,787,316; Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, $10,113,068; Committee on Fi-
nancial Services, $7,775,452; Committee on 
Government Reform, $10,375,642; Committee 
on Homeland Security, $7,899,974; Committee 
on House Administration, $4,905,885; Perma-
nent Select Committee on Intelligence, 
$5,027,217; Committee on International Rela-
tions, $8,352,934; Committee on the Judiciary, 
$7,851,427; Committee on Resources, 
$7,342,738; Committee on Rules, $3,291,371; 
Committee on Science, $6,226,348; Committee 
on Small Business, $2,865,373; Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct, $2,398,646; 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, $9,251,213; Committee on Veterans’ 
Affairs, $3,398,686; and Committee on Ways 
and Means, $9,144,980. 
SEC. 4. VOUCHERS. 

Payments under this resolution shall be 
made on vouchers authorized by the com-
mittee involved, signed by the chairman of 
such committee, and approved in the manner 
directed by the Committee on House Admin-
istration. 

SEC. 5. REQUIREMENTS FOR USE OF FUNDS FOR 
MASS MAILINGS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—None of the amounts 
made available under this resolution may be 
used by a committee for the production of 
material for a mass mailing unless—

(1) the mailing is of a press release to the 
communications media, a notice of the 
schedule of a hearing or markup of the com-
mittee (the content of which shall be limited 
to date, time, location, topic, witness list, 
and ADA services), a committee document 
printed pursuant to the applicable provisions 
of title 44, United States Code, or a request 
for the views of the public or the views of 
other authorities of government essential to 
the conduct of the study, investigation, or 
oversight of matters within the jurisdiction 
and related functions assigned to the com-
mittee under rule X of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives; 

(2) prior to mailing, the chairman or rank-
ing minority member of the committee (as 
the case may be) submits a sample of the 
material to the House Commission on Con-
gressional Mailing Standards and the Com-
mission determines that—

(A) the mailing is ordinary and necessary 
to the conduct of the normal and regular 
business of the committee, and 

(B) the mailing would be in compliance 
with the requirements of subsections 
(a)(3)(A), (a)(3)(C), (a)(3)(C), (a)(3)(G), (a)(4), 
and (a)(5) of section 3210 of title 39, United 
States Code, if mailed by a Member of the 
House of Representatives; 

(3) the mailing would not be prohibited 
under section 3210(a)(6)(A) of title 39, United 
States Code, if mailed by a Member of the 
House of Representatives; and 

(4) the aggregate amount that will be spent 
in franking costs by the committee for mass 
mailings during the session involved, after 
taking into account the franking costs of 
such mass mailing, will not exceed $5,000. 

(b) MASS MAILING DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘mass mailing’’ has the mean-
ing given such term in section 3210(a)(6)(E) of 
title 39, United States Code. 
SEC. 6. REGULATIONS. 

Amounts made available under this resolu-
tion shall be expended in accordance with 
regulations prescribed by the Committee on 
House Administration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. NEY) and the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. MILLENDER-
MCDONALD) each will control 20 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. NEY). 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, we are here to consider 
H. Res. 224, an omnibus funding resolu-
tion providing for the expenses of cer-
tain committees of the United States 
House of Representatives in the 109th 
Congress. 

In February of this year, the chair-
man and ranking member of each com-
mittee presented a budget request to 
the Committee on House Administra-
tion and introduced individual resolu-
tions, as is our process, to support 
their funding request. 

H. Res. 224, the Omnibus Primary Ex-
pense Resolution, combines all of the 
individual resolutions into one bill, in-
cluding our new permanent committee, 
the Committee on Homeland Security. 

I am pleased to put before the House 
a bipartisan resolution that can be sup-
ported by a majority of Members on 
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both sides of the aisle. I feel that both 
chairmen and ranking members will 
agree that this carefully crafted agree-
ment will provide sufficient funding for 
them to carry out the duties and re-
sponsibilities with which they are 
charged. As we all know, the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security was cre-
ated at the beginning of this Congress, 
making it a permanent standing com-
mittee of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives. The committee will provide an 
important oversight function over-
seeing the Department of Homeland 
Security and ensuring that the com-
bined agencies are doing the job we all 
expect of them with regard to pro-
tecting our homeland.

b 1300 

The inclusion of the Select Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and the 
permanent committee funding process 
significantly raises the funding levels 
needed for committees to operate. 
Their budget alone increased funding 
for this resolution by 1 percent. Pro-
tecting our homeland is now a reality, 
and the funding needed to run the com-
mittee is also a reality that we dealt 
with and came to a conclusion that I 
think is good for the committee and 
the entire process here in funding. 

During this cycle, committees re-
quested a total of $273.4 million in 
spending. This is approximately $40 
million more than what was authorized 
in the 108th Congress and represented a 
17.1 percent requested, and I stress ‘‘re-
quested’’ increase. Removing homeland 
security from the equation, the request 
by committees totaled $257.8 million, 
which is a $35 million increase over the 
108th authorized levels and a 15.7 per-
cent increase. This resolution reduces, 
I am pleased to say, the amount re-
quested by committees by $16.2 million, 
or a 5.9 percent decrease. 

H. Res. 224, as amended, provides for 
expenses of all committees and author-
izes $257.4 million, a 10.1 percent in-
crease. This is a $23.7 million increase 
over the 108th Congress authorized lev-
els. 

It should be noted that the 109th Con-
gress funding level of $257 million in 
this resolution is still lower than the 
funding levels in the 103rd Congress 
when adjusted for inflation. The mark 
for the 103rd Congress was $223.3 mil-
lion, which adjusted for inflation 
amounts to $296.4 million in 2005 dol-
lars. That means in real terms we have 
held a reasonable line of expenditures 
for the committee; but we are able to 
still carry out the tasks of these com-
mittees, which is so important to con-
stituents across the United States who 
depend on these committees to be able 
to produce public policy and to do their 
work for the people of the country. 

I am proud of the numbers we are 
putting forward with this resolution, 
Mr. Speaker. As I stated earlier, I feel 
that most Members will be able to 
widely support this measure. 

This resolution also carries forward a 
goal that we reached in the 107th Con-

gress whereby committees allocated at 
least one-third of their resources to the 
minority. Since the 104th Congress, we 
have strived to reach the goal of divid-
ing committee resources on a two-
thirds/one-third basis between the ma-
jority and the minority of each com-
mittee. I am proud to say that com-
mittee chairmen have worked with 
their respective ranking members and 
vice versa and produced agreements 
that provided for a two-thirds/one-third 
split of resources agreements that have 
been reached between the Chairs and 
the ranking members to their satisfac-
tion. 

I want to note that it is important 
that under the leadership of the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Speaker 
HASTERT), who runs the House, and the 
goal that he set when the gentleman 
from California (Mr. THOMAS) was 
chairman and the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER) Hoyer was the 
ranking member, they set the two-
thirds/one-third allocation and did a 
wonderful job to get to that. The gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. LARSON) 
was our ranking member, and the 
Speaker held to the same tenacity to 
reach that deal, and we reached the 
two-thirds/one-third. 

I am pleased today our ranking mem-
ber, the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD), is here 
and has carried on to make sure that 
has stayed intact and refined it and has 
pushed for the minority in a marvelous 
way. This goal would never have been 
reached if it were not for our ranking 
member, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD). 

This ensures a fair division of the re-
sources. I want to thank the gentleman 
from California (Mr. THOMAS) and the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER) 
for their work on this issue and the 
previous assignments, and I want to 
thank the chairman of each committee 
and their ranking member for their co-
operation with each other on this mat-
ter. 

Mr. Speaker, when I speak again, I 
will have some ending thanks for some 
staff on both sides of the aisle. I will 
save that until after our ranking mem-
ber speaks. 

Let me just say, I am so proud. We 
might have differences in the House, 
but we come together for the institu-
tion of the House today. I am so proud 
of our ranking member for working 
through the issues, of expressing for 
her membership for the ranking mem-
bers of what they wanted to see in this 
document. 

I want to thank again the Chairs and 
the ranking members. It is truly a doc-
ument that will receive, I believe, wide 
bipartisan support. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of this committee’s funding resolution. 
For the past 6 years, the Speaker and 

the gentleman from Ohio (Chairman 
NEY) have labored in the House service 
to the benefit of both the majority and 
the minority. They have firmly estab-
lished the fairness principle in the 
committee funding process. By doing 
so, they have benefited this great insti-
tution and have brought civility to the 
House regarding the fair allocation of 
committee resources. 

While many others have also worked 
to bring this about, including the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. THOMAS) 
and my predecessor ranking members, 
especially the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), it is the gentleman 
from Ohio (Chairman NEY) and the 
Speaker who must be credited with 
greatly diminishing this source of con-
tinuing tension between the majority 
and the minority. 

But the most important consequence 
of the application of the Speaker and 
the gentleman from Ohio (Chairman 
NEY) of the fairness principle today is 
that the principle is now firmly estab-
lished as an operating standard within 
the House; and I believe it will be ap-
plied from this point forward, no mat-
ter which political party is in the ma-
jority. 

The fairness principle, simply stated, 
is that the minority is entitled to a 
minimum of one-third of the staff and 
committee resources and control over 
those resources. The fairness principle 
has been embedded in House rules for 
many decades under both Republican 
and Democratic majorities. It is cur-
rently reflected in the House rule X, 
clause 9. 

Six committees unconditionally op-
erate under the fairness principle 
today, with the remainder operating on 
a version of the fairness principle 
agreeable to the respective chairmen 
and ranking members. We must antici-
pate that as committee leaders’ posi-
tions change hands, old compromises 
and accommodations will yield to the 
universal and unconditional applica-
tion of the fairness principle. Only then 
will the gentleman from Ohio (Chair-
man NEY) and the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Speaker HASTERT) have fulfilled 
the worthy objective of securing civil-
ity between the majority and the mi-
nority regarding the division of com-
mittee resources. 

Mr. Speaker, we also would like to 
compliment the gentleman from Ohio 
(Chairman NEY) on another matter of 
great importance to this institution. It 
involves the self-initiated mass mail-
ings on behalf of committees, which 
could have undermined public support 
for the franking privilege. 

The Committee on House Adminis-
tration has taken a very enlightened 
approach to these taxpayer-funded 
mailings. The resolution before us 
clarifies the existing rules regarding 
committee-initiated mass mailings and 
prohibits the use of committee funds to 
prepare mass mailings once a com-
mittee has expended $5,000 in mass-
mailing costs in a session. 

Mass mailings by committees would 
have to be approved by the bipartisan 

VerDate jul 14 2003 04:02 Apr 28, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00022 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K27AP7.042 H27PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2575April 27, 2005
Franking Commission and would be 
subject to the 90-day cutoff that indi-
vidual Members are subjected to. This 
clarifying language and the limitation 
provide guidance which will allow com-
mittees to strategically plan their 
franking use during each session of 
Congress. 

By a separate action of the Com-
mittee on House Administration, we 
adopted a committee resolution setting 
an overall committee limit for all 

forms of franked mail, including com-
mittee-initiated frank mailings, of 
$5,000 per session. Again, this gives 
committees a planning tool. And we 
recognize that a committee might find 
itself in crisis due to exigent cir-
cumstances. 

During the markup of this resolu-
tion, the gentleman from Ohio (Chair-
man NEY) expressed clearly and un-
equivocally that any committee need-
ing additional franking authorization 

above the $5,000 must return to the 
committee to request and justify the 
needed increase. Such an increase 
would be adopted by the full com-
mittee in the form of a committee sup-
plemental resolution, and the increased 
funding could not be used for mass 
mailings. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert a chart in the 
RECORD at this point.

COMMITTEE FRANKED MAIL EXPENDITURES 

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Agriculture ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ $691.91 $578.90 $521.92 $645.20 $384.52
Armed Services ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 5,640.99 6,300.05 7,312.99 673.37 470.97
Budget .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,232.48 285.20 129.48 133.25 252.44
Education and the Workforce ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,665.49 1,458.71 1,515.39 1,345.59 4,839.41
Energy and Commerce ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 3,937.66 2,737.09 1,772.19 1,838.59 1,673.53
Financial Services ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 1,617.51 1,025.71 733.41 1,078.74 856.10
Government Reform .......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... .................... 4,776.00 4,689.00 3,767.09 9,700.46
Homeland Security ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... n/a n/a n/a 909.01 783.89
House Administration ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,381.12 688.07 2,606.07 756.20 7,883.31
Intelligene ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 342.16 248.10 146.46 353.99 190.26
International Relations ..................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 5,041.04 1,730.78 834.57 739.27 724.38
Judiciary ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 6,866.53 4,530.67 4,422.33 2,957.02 2,956.42
Resources ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,563.89 2,882.59 2,081.58 51,123.13 53,917.29
Rules ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 241.19 257.14 222.97 924.33 958.19
Sciences ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2,810.99 1,974.97 1,874.39 1,739.34 14,122.29
Small Business ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 3,292.73 2,214.66 3,502.11 897.88 1,623.39
Standards ......................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 17,016.88 1,126.46 4.640.89 3,133.07 1,016.13
Transportation .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 1,824.82 2,254.39 1,264.35 1,624.70 1,156.61
Veterans ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 2,206.75 2,037.79 1,656.58 1,200.22 1,694.77
Ways and Means .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 4,372.19 2,958.93 1,959.06 1,640.67 1,156.84

Mr. Speaker, the chart details aggre-
gate franked mail expenditures on be-
half of committees during the last 5 
years. As you can see, few committees 
will have any difficulty operating with-
in the limit established by the Com-
mittee on House Administration based 
on spending levels prior to the 108th 
Congress. 

This is a great resolution because it 
really does continue the fairness prac-
tice that has been put forth by the 
Speaker, but especially by this chair-
man, the gentleman from Ohio (Chair-
man NEY); and it has been my privilege 
to work with him on this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

I wanted to mention a few thanks 
that we need to say. The minority lead-
er, the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. PELOSI), and also her counsel, Ber-
nie Raimo; the gentleman from Illinois 
(Speaker HASTERT), of course, for his 
diligence on this issue and fairness 
with the committee funding structure; 
Scott Palmer with the Speaker and 
Ted Van Der Meid, who provided con-
stant assistance to us on the issues; 
also our staff, Paul Vinovich, Jeff 
Janas and David Duncan; and the mi-
nority, George Shevlin, Charlie Howell, 
and Catherine Tran. 

Let me also thank the members of 
our committee, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BRADY), the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. ZOE LOFGREN), the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA), the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
EHLERS), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DOOLITTLE), the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. REYNOLDS), and 
our newest member, the gentlewoman 
from Michigan (Mrs. MILLER). 

As we have opened up the House, and 
it is a wonderful thing, to the age of 

the Internet, where Americans can ac-
tually see what is going on in their 
House, in the committees, as we have 
done that, more people are writing 
than ever before, more people are want-
ing answers than ever before; and that 
is wonderful open structure in this 
House. But that has caused, obviously, 
extra work; and we have staff of these 
committees, both minority and major-
ity staff, that are doing a wonderful job 
to respond to citizens across the coun-
try and crafting laws. 

We can argue about the laws, wheth-
er they are good or bad, or make 
amendments; but if we did not have the 
committee structures of all of the com-
mittees of this House, we would not be 
able to craft the law; we would not be 
able to carry out lawmaking. 

So, again, I want to especially thank 
our ranking member for doing a won-
derful job, giving us her views, and giv-
ing wonderful input into the system. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to thank 
again the chairman for his leadership 
in drafting this resolution and also 
would like to ditto what he said in 
terms of the staffs on both sides work-
ing diligently to ensure that we had 
this type of resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER-
MAN).

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to address just one aspect of the fund-
ing resolution. I have come to this 
floor before with my concerns that 
mass mailings have been sent by a par-
ticular committee. We as Members of 
the House have constituents that we 
need to keep in touch with, but a com-

mittee has as its constituents only the 
members of that committee. A com-
mittee does not answer to the whole 
people of the United States; it answers 
to this House and to its Members. 

This funding resolution makes it 
clear that the mass mailings of any 
committee cannot exceed over $5,000 in 
postage in any year. Basically, that 
means no effort to reach out to an en-
tire community, an entire congres-
sional district, with an ideological 
message. 

For that reason, I want to commend 
the ranking member and the Chair for 
putting to rest that issue, at least for 
as long as this funding resolution is op-
erative. 

I would also point out that it is my 
understanding that this funding resolu-
tion calls for any mass mailings sent 
by a committee to go to the Franking 
Commission. I want to thank the lead-
er of our party for appointing me to 
that commission, where I will serve 
with our ranking member (Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) and others. 

So I am confident that the mailings 
of committees will be limited to com-
mittee business, will not be so massive 
as to try to affect the views of an en-
tire congressional district, and will fol-
low the rules of the House as to man-
ner and content.

b 1315 
So I once again commend the chair-

man and commend the ranking mem-
ber.

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I do have a 
speaker who has arrived, so I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. BOEHNER). 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, let me 
thank my colleague for yielding me 
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this time and congratulate the chair-
man of the committee, the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. NEY) and his ranking 
member and the leadership on both 
sides for coming together on this fund-
ing resolution. 

I could take Members back 12, 14 
years ago when this committee funding 
resolution every year was a brawl. Hav-
ing sat on the Committee on House Ad-
ministration with some of my col-
leagues, there were times when the ma-
jority was getting 82 percent of the 
budget, sometimes 78 percent of the 
budget, and I always believed that it 
was fair for the minority to get at least 
one-third of the resources. It has really 
been a long struggle in bringing that 
about. I thought that when we were in 
the minority, I believed the same since 
we have been in the majority, and over 
these years I think we have accom-
plished an awful lot in terms of funding 
committees at a reasonable level, 
bringing comity and stability to the 
House. 

I just want to say to my two col-
leagues who brought this resolution to 
the floor today that they deserve the 
congratulations of all of the Members 
and the leadership on both sides as 
well. 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 
such time as I may consume. 

I do not believe that I have any fur-
ther speakers on this issue, but I did 
forget to mention the franking issue, 
and I agreed with that amendment. 
What we did is we changed the rules. 
We did not clarify the rules, but we 
changed the rules. Previously, com-
mittee mailings were not covered by 
the same regulations that apply to in-
dividual Members. This was the case in 
the 108th and the previous Congress. 
This rule change will treat committee 
mailings the same as individual mail-
ings with respect to the blackout and 
the preapproval. 

So we have I think made a change in 
the rules that, as I said, I agreed with 
is good, and all the chairs of the com-
mittees and the ranking members 
agreed with the change.

Ms. ZOE LOFGREN of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I strongly support the House Com-
mittee Funding Resolution for the 109th Con-
gress as approved by the House Administra-
tion Committee on Thursday, April 21, 2005. 
This Resolution assures that the Minority will 
be treated fairly in regard to both committee 
budgets and staff. It abides by the 2/3–1/3 
principle in which the Minority receives 1/3 of 
the staff, 1/3 of the budget, and control over 
that budget. It is my understanding that every 
Chair and Ranking Member in the House have 
come to an agreement on their individual 
budgets, and all treat the Minority in a fair and 
respectful way. I commend Chairman NEY and 
Ranking Member MILLENDER-MCDONALD for 
their hard work on this Resolution. 

During Markup of the Committee Funding 
Resolution, Congresswoman MILLENDER-
MCDONALD offered an amendment regarding 
House Committee’s use of the Frank. Under 
this amendment, Committees will be limited to 
a $5,000 franking budget per year, and Com-
mittees will need to abide by, and receive ap-

proval from, the House Franking Commission 
for any mass mailings. This is an important 
proposal that I strongly support. This amend-
ment assures that House Committees will only 
use the Frank for official purposes, and stem 
the questionable franking practices that devel-
oped at the end of the 108th Congress. 

Finally, I must comment on the controversy 
surrounding the budget of the Resources 
Committee during the 108th Congress. 

My colleague Chairman NEY was elected to 
Congress in 1994, the same year as me. As 
you will recall, 1994 was the year that the Re-
publicans took control of Congress for the first 
time in 40 years. 

Led by Newt Gingrich, the incoming mem-
bers of the House promoted the Contract with 
America. The Contract promised that under 
Republican rule, the House would pass a 
number of resolutions and bills within the first 
100 days of the 104th Congress. 

One of the promises made by the Repub-
licans was to pass a resolution on the first day 
of the 104th Congress that would provide for 
the selection of a major, independent auditing 
firm to conduct a comprehensive audit of Con-
gress for waste, fraud or abuse. Republicans 
were concerned that tax dollars were being 
misspent by the House of Representatives. 
Chairman NEY signed the Contract with Amer-
ica, and I can only assume that he supported 
this provision. 

It seems odd to me now that a little over 10 
years later, my friend BOB NEY and his Repub-
lican colleagues do not seem to have the 
same zeal for investigating waste, fraud and 
abuse here in the House. 

During the Committee Funding Resolution 
hearings in March, I posed several questions 
about the budget and policies of the Re-
sources Committee during the 108th Congress 
to Resources Committee Chairman RICHARD 
POMBO. 

On October 6, 2004, The Hill reported that 
Chairman POMBO planned to close the Re-
sources Committee for a month leading up to 
the November 2004 elections. It went on to 
state that the staff would receive a month of 
vacation time and Chairman POMBO’s spokes-
man stated on-the-record that some staff may 
choose to go and work on campaigns during 
their time off. 

During the hearing, I posed several ques-
tions about the vacation policy of the Re-
sources Committee to Chairman POMBO and 
gave him the opportunity to clear up the con-
fusion about the events leading up to the 2004 
elections. 

Chairman POMBO welcomed the opportunity 
to address the issue. He answered some of 
my questions at the hearing, and said he 
would need to get back to the Committee re-
garding others. 

In an effort to get to the bottom of this issue 
and clear up any confusion, I put my ques-
tions in writing for Chairman POMBO. The 
record, at the direction of Chairman NEY, was 
held open so Chairman POMBO could respond 
to the House Administration Committee within 
30 days. Chairman POMBO did respond to 
some, but not all, of my questions in writing on 
April 13, 2005.

Both Chairman NEY and representatives of 
Chairman POMBO have categorized these ordi-
nary and routine inquiries as something ex-
traordinary. Mr. POMBO’s spokesman has actu-
ally compared me to Senator Joseph McCar-
thy. While I find that comment to be a bit 

weird, I am prepared to state unequivocally 
that I do not believe Chairmen POMBO or NEY 
are communists! 

So the record is totally clear, I have in-
cluded in the Committee Report accom-
panying this resolution all of the correspond-
ence between myself, Chairman NEY and 
Chairman POMBO on this issue as well as the 
transcript of our discussion at the committee 
hearing. This report should be posted on the 
House Administration Committee Web site. I 
will also note that at this time, Chairman 
POMBO has still not answered all of my written 
questions. 

It is the job of the House Administration 
Committee to oversee all operations of the 
House of Representatives, including the ap-
proval of taxpayer-funded committee budgets. 
Under this Committee Funding Resolution, the 
Resources Committee will receive a 7.5 in-
crease in their operating budget in the 109th 
Congress. 

It is only appropriate that the House Admin-
istration Committee confirm that the money 
spent by the Resources Committee during the 
108th Congress was done so in a proper way. 
Chairman POMBO still has the ability to quickly 
clear up this confusion. I remain hopeful that 
Chairman POMBO will take the time to answer 
all the written questions in detail about the 
policies and practices of the Resources Com-
mittee to reassure that tax dollars are being 
spent in a legal, fair, and ethical manner. 
Chairman NEY, signers the Contract with 
America, and anyone else that believes in 
good government, should demand nothing 
less.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. NEY) that the House suspend 
the rules and agree to the resolution, 
H. Res. 224, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the reso-
lution, as amended, was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days within which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the sub-
ject of H. Res. 224, as amended. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
f 

DISMISSING THE ELECTION CON-
TEST RELATING TO THE OFFICE 
OF REPRESENTATIVE FROM THE 
SIXTH CONGRESSIONAL DIS-
TRICT OF TENNESSEE 

Mr. NEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a reso-
lution (H. Res. 239) dismissing the elec-
tion relating to the office of Represent-
ative from the Sixth Congressional Dis-
trict of Tennessee, and ask unanimous 
consent for its immediate consider-
ation in the House. 
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The Clerk read the title of the resolu-

tion. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. RES. 239

Resolved, That the election contest relating 
to the office of Representative from the 
Sixth Congressional District of Tennessee is 
dismissed. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on questions previously 
postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H.R. 902, by the yeas and nays; 
House Concurrent Resolution 81, by 

the yeas and nays; 
House Resolution 235, ordering the 

previous question, by the yeas and 
nays; 

House Resolution 236, ordering the 
previous question, by the yeas and 
nays. 

Votes after the first in this series 
will be conducted as 5-minute votes. 

f 

PRESIDENTIAL $1 COIN ACT OF 
2005 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill, 
H.R. 902, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Delaware (Mr. 
CASTLE) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the bill, H.R. 902, as 
amended, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

This will be a 15-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 422, nays 6, 
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 136] 

YEAS—422

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berry 

Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 

Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 

Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 

Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 

Melancon 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 

Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 

Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 

Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—6

Berman 
Capuano 

DeFazio 
Mack 

Poe 
Strickland 

NOT VOTING—6

Brown, Corrine 
Portman 

Rothman 
Smith (WA) 

Westmoreland 
Wicker 

b 1343 

Mr. CAPUANO and Mr. BERMAN 
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. HINCHEY changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the bill, as amended, was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read: ‘‘A bill to improve circula-
tion of the $1 coin, create a new bullion 
coin, provide for the redesign of the re-
verse of the Lincoln 1-cent coin in 2009 
in commemoration of the 200th anni-
versary of the birth of President Abra-
ham Lincoln, and for other purposes.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f 

EXPRESSING THE SENSE OF CON-
GRESS REGARDING THE TWO-
YEAR ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
HUMAN RIGHTS CRACKDOWN IN 
CUBA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The unfinished business is 
the question of suspending the rules 
and agreeing to the concurrent resolu-
tion, H. Con. Res. 81. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH) that the House suspend the 
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 81, on which the 
yeas and nays are ordered. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 398, nays 27, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 2, not voting 7, as 
follows:

[Roll No. 137] 

YEAS—398

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 

Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 

Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
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Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Butterfield 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 

Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 

Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 

Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 

Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 

Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Wu 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—27

Carson 
Clay 
Davis (IL) 
Farr 
Grijalva 
Hinchey 
Jackson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kilpatrick (MI) 

Kucinich 
Lee 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Meeks (NY) 
Olver 
Paul 
Payne 
Rangel 

Rush 
Serrano 
Stark 
Thompson (MS) 
Towns 
Velázquez 
Waters 
Woolsey 
Wynn 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—2

DeFazio Watt 

NOT VOTING—7

Bachus 
Brown, Corrine 
Jones (OH) 

Portman 
Rothman 
Westmoreland 

Wicker 

b 1354 

Mr. WYNN and Mr. MEEKS of New 
York changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to 
‘‘nay’’. 

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
changed his vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea’’. 

So (two-thirds having voted in favor 
thereof) the rules were suspended and 
the concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H. RES. 22, EXPRESSING THE 
SENSE OF THE HOUSE THAT 
AMERICAN SMALL BUSINESSES 
ARE ENTITLED TO A SMALL 
BUSINESS BILL OF RIGHTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BASS). The pending business is the 
question on ordering the previous ques-
tion on House Resolution 235 on which 
further proceedings were postponed 
earlier today. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question, on which the yeas and nays 
are ordered. 

Pursuant to clause 9 of rule XX, the 
Chair will reduce to 5 minutes the min-
imum time for any electronic vote on 

the question of adoption of the resolu-
tion. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 228, nays 
201, not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 138] 

YEAS—228

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cox 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 

Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 

Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—201

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 

Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 

Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
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Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 

Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 

Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—5

Brown, Corrine 
Portman 

Rothman 
Westmoreland 

Wicker 

b 1403 
So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

BASS). The question is on the resolu-
tion. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 748, CHILD INTERSTATE 
ABORTION NOTIFICATION ACT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

pending business is the question on or-
dering the previous question on H. Res. 
236 on which the yeas and nays were or-
dered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question on the resolution. 

This will be a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 234, nays 
192, not voting 8, as follows:

[Roll No. 139] 

YEAS—234

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cox 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 

Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Musgrave 
Myrick 

Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—192

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 

Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Chandler 
Clay 

Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 

DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kucinich 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 

Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rahall 
Rangel 

Reyes 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—8

Brown, Corrine 
McDermott 
Portman 

Rothman 
Smith (TX) 
Westmoreland 

Wicker 
Wilson (NM) 

b 1411 

Mr. BERMAN changed his vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, earlier today, 
I was absent attending a meeting at the White 
House and missed the recorded votes on roll-
call No. 136, on H.R. 902, the Presidential 
One Dollar Coin Act; rollcall No. 137, on H. 
Con. Res. 81, Expressing the sense of Con-
gress regarding human rights in Cuba; rollcall 
No. 138, on Ordering the Previous Question 
on H. Res. 235, the rule for H. Res. 22, Ex-
pressing the sense of Congress regarding a 
Small Business Bill of Rights; and rollcall No. 
139, on Ordering the Previous Question on H. 
Res. 236, the rule for H.R. 748, the Child 
Interstate Abortion Notification Act. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 136; ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 
137; ‘‘yea’’ rollcall No. 138; and ‘‘yea’’ on roll-
call No. 139. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOSSELLA). The question is on the reso-
lution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
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EXPRESSING SENSE OF THE 

HOUSE THAT AMERICAN SMALL 
BUSINESSES ARE ENTITLED TO 
A SMALL BUSINESS BILL OF 
RIGHTS 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 
to House Resolution 235, I call up the 
resolution (H. Res. 22) expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives 
that American small businesses are en-
titled to a Small Business Bill of 
Rights, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

The text of House Resolution 22 is as 
follows:

H. RES. 22

Whereas more than 90 percent of all Amer-
ican employers are small businesses; 

Whereas small businesses generate ap-
proximately 70 percent of the new jobs cre-
ated in the United States each year; 

Whereas small businesses are crucial to the 
American economy and account for a signifi-
cant majority of new product ideas and inno-
vations; 

Whereas small businesses, together with 
innovation and entrepreneurship, are central 
to the American dream of self-improvement 
and individual achievement; 

Whereas 60 percent of the 45,000,000 Ameri-
cans without health insurance are small 
business employees and their families; 

Whereas most small businesses do not pro-
vide health insurance to their employees, 
primarily because of the surging cost; 

Whereas the death tax causes one-third of 
all family-owned small businesses to liq-
uidate after the death of the owner; 

Whereas frivolous lawsuits and the rising 
costs of liability insurance represent serious 
threats to small business owners; 

Whereas burdensome regulations and pa-
perwork cost small businesses more than 
$5,500 per employee; and 

Whereas Congress can help small busi-
nesses grow by establishing a climate to en-
courage small businesses to create jobs and 
offer more affordable health insurance to 
employees: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House 
of Representatives that American small 
businesses are entitled to the following 
Small Business Bill of Rights: 

(1) The right to join together to purchase 
affordable health insurance for small busi-
ness employees, who make up a large portion 
of the millions of Americans without health 
care coverage. 

(2) The right to tax laws that allow family-
owned small businesses to survive over sev-
eral generations and offer them incentives to 
grow. 

(3) The right to be free from frivolous law-
suits which harm law-abiding small busi-
nesses and prevent them from creating new 
jobs. 

(4) The right to be free of unnecessary, re-
strictive regulations and paperwork which 
waste the time and energy of small busi-
nesses while hurting production and pre-
venting job creation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 235, the 
amendments to the text and preamble 
printed in the resolution are adopted. 

The text of House Resolution 22, as 
amended, is as follows:

H. RES. 22

Whereas more than 90 percent of all American 
employers are small businesses; 

Whereas small businesses generate approxi-
mately 70 percent of the new jobs created in the 
United States each year; 

Whereas small businesses are crucial to the 
American economy and account for a significant 
majority of new product ideas and innovations; 

Whereas small businesses, together with inno-
vation and entrepreneurship, are central to the 
American dream of self-improvement and indi-
vidual achievement; 

Whereas 60 percent of the 45,000,000 Ameri-
cans without health insurance are small busi-
ness employees and their families; 

Whereas most small businesses do not provide 
health insurance to their employees, primarily 
because of the surging cost; 

Whereas the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is 
exceedingly complex, making it difficult for 
small businesses to understand it and comply 
with its requirements; 

Whereas the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 
discriminates, in many instances, against small 
businesses and self-employed persons by limiting 
the availability of certain tax incentives to larg-
er firms or corporations; 

Whereas the death tax causes one-third of all 
family-owned small businesses to liquidate after 
the death of the owner; 

Whereas frivolous lawsuits and the rising 
costs of liability insurance represent serious 
threats to small business owners; 

Whereas burdensome regulations and paper-
work cost small businesses more than $5,500 per 
employee; 

Whereas adequate, affordable, and reliable 
energy supplies are essential to the success of 
small businesses, especially small manufactur-
ers; 

Whereas lack of access to capital and credit 
stifles new business growth and economic oppor-
tunity; 

Whereas both unsound contract bundling or 
consolidation and the failure of various Federal 
agencies to closely monitor the small business 
goals and subcontracting plans of large busi-
nesses have dried up many procurement oppor-
tunities for small businesses; and 

Whereas Congress can help small businesses 
grow by establishing a climate to encourage 
small businesses to create jobs and offer more af-
fordable health insurance to employees: Now, 
therefore, be it

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House of 
Representatives that American small businesses 
are entitled to the following Small Business Bill 
of Rights: 

(1) The right to join together to purchase af-
fordable health insurance for small business em-
ployees, who make up a large portion of the mil-
lions of Americans without health care cov-
erage. 

(2) The right to simplified tax laws that allow 
family-owned small businesses to survive over 
several generations and offer them incentives to 
grow. 

(3) The right to be free from frivolous lawsuits 
which harm law-abiding small businesses and 
prevent them from creating new jobs. 

(4) The right to be free of unnecessary, restric-
tive regulations and paperwork which waste the 
time and energy of small businesses while hurt-
ing production and preventing job creation. 

(5) The right to relief from high energy costs, 
which pose a real threat to the survival of small 
businesses, to be accomplished by reducing the 
Nation’s reliance on imported sources of energy 
and encouraging environmentally-sound domes-
tic production and conservation of energy. 

(6) The right to equal treatment, as compared 
to large businesses, when seeking access to 
start-up and expansion capital and credit. 

(7) The right to open access to the Government 
procurement marketplace through the breaking 
up of large contracts to give small business own-
ers a fair opportunity to compete for Federal 
contracts. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. KELLER) and 

the gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ) each will control 30 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. KELLER). 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself as much time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, the goal of the Small 
Business Bill of Rights is to provide a 
blueprint for Congress to help small 
business employers create more jobs. A 
job is the best social program in the 
world. It provides income, health insur-
ance, and dignity. 

Significantly, 70 percent of all new 
jobs in the United States are created 
by small business people. In light of 
the fact that small business employers 
are the engine that drive this economy, 
I decided to meet with 20 very success-
ful small business people in Orlando, 
Florida, to learn firsthand what, if 
anything, Congress could do to help 
small business employers create even 
more jobs. 

I learned a lot by sitting down and 
listening to small business people. 
First, I learned that the number one 
issue facing small business people 
today is the skyrocketing cost of 
health insurance. In fact, a growing 
number of small businesses today are 
not able to provide health insurance to 
their employees, primarily because of 
the surging cost. Of the 45 million 
Americans without health insurance, 
60 percent are small business employ-
ees and their families. 

Right now, small businesses are un-
able to achieve the bargaining power of 
large corporations when negotiating 
with insurance companies to obtain af-
fordable health insurance for their em-
ployees. The premiums that small busi-
nesses pay are typically 20 to 30 per-
cent higher than those of large compa-
nies. 

According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, small businesses that obtain 
insurance from association health 
plans can save up to 25 percent. 

These small business people told me 
that they needed the right to be able to 
join together to purchase affordable 
health insurance for their employees so 
their workers have the opportunity to 
get the same health care benefits now 
reserved for those employees of For-
tune 500 companies. 

The second thing I learned is that 
many of these small businesses are 
family owned. Unfortunately, the 
death tax causes one-third of all fam-
ily-owned businesses to liquidate after 
the death of the owner. If Congress 
does not undertake any meaningful re-
forms of the death tax laws, then small 
businesses will go back to paying up to 
55 percent in tax rates in the year 2011. 
Unfortunately, the only small family-
owned business in America that knows 
for sure whether they will die in the 
year 2010 is the Sopranos. 

Understandably, these small business 
people want the right to tax laws that 
allow family-owned small business peo-
ple to survive over several generations 
and offer them incentives to grow. 
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The third thing I learned is that friv-

olous lawsuits and the rising cost of li-
ability insurance represent a very seri-
ous threat to small business owners. 
Unlike large, multinational corpora-
tions, small business owners do not 
have the resources to defend them-
selves against frivolous litigation and 
are often forced, for business reasons, 
to settle a claim for $5,000 to $10,000 
rather than pay a defense attorney 
$100,000 to successfully defend them in 
court. 

Finally, I learned that burdensome 
regulations and paperwork cost small 
business more than $5,500 per em-
ployee, and these small business own-
ers understandably want the right to 
be free of unnecessary, restrictive regu-
lations and paperwork which end up 
wasting their time and energy and pre-
vent them from creating additional 
jobs. 

After listening to the challenges and 
solutions proposed by various small 
business people, I worked with some of 
my Democrat colleagues to craft a 
Small Business Bill of Rights.

b 1415 

I want to particularly thank the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. CRAMER) for 
being an original cosponsor of H. Res. 
22. 

Now, we had a hearing on the Small 
Business Bill of Rights last month. At 
that hearing, witnesses from NFIB and 
the U.S. Chamber of Commerce testi-
fied that the four issues identified in 
the Small Business Bill of Rights were 
in fact the top four issues affecting 
small businesses in the United States 
today, according to the surveys of their 
members. 

After the hearing, we added language 
relating to the importance of lower en-
ergy costs, increasing access to capital, 
and opening access to government con-
tracts for small business. To my left 
here is a chart which shows the Small 
Business Bill of Rights. 

Number one. The right to join to-
gether to purchase affordable health 
insurance for small business employ-
ees, who make up a large portion of the 
millions of Americans without health 
insurance. 

Number two. The right to simplify 
tax laws that allow family-owned small 
businesses to survive over several gen-
erations, and offer them incentives to 
grow. 

Number three. The right to be free 
from frivolous lawsuits, which harm 
law-abiding small businesses and pre-
vent them creating new jobs. 

Number four. The right to be free of 
unnecessary restrictive regulations and 
paperwork which waste the time and 
energy of small business people. 

Number five. The right to relief from 
high energy costs, which pose a real 
threat to the survival of small busi-
nesses. 

Number six. The right to equal treat-
ment as compared with large busi-
nesses when seeking access to start-up 
and expansion capital and credit. 

Number seven. The right to open ac-
cess to the government procurement 
marketplace through the breaking up 
of large contracts to give small busi-
ness owners a fair opportunity to com-
pete for Federal contracts. 

Now, if someone is not in favor of the 
Small Business Bill of Rights, if they 
would be voting ‘‘no’’ on this, then 
what would they be voting in favor of? 
In favor of higher health insurance 
costs, higher taxes, more frivolous law-
suits, more paperwork and regulations, 
higher energy costs, more obstacles to 
getting capital, more obstacles to get-
ting Federal contracts for small busi-
ness people? 

In fact, the Small Business Bill of 
Rights, as you might imagine, passed 
the Committee on Small Business on a 
voice vote. Not a single Republican or 
Democrat member voiced opposition to 
this. There is nothing here at any time 
that any Republican or Democrat dur-
ing the markup process or the Com-
mittee on Rules or anywhere else 
sought to remove. There is no con-
troversy that has been articulated so 
far about these seven things. 

To the extent people may have criti-
cisms, it is criticism of what is not on 
here. Some folks wish that there were 
a couple of things that were added that 
were not here. I can tell you that when 
I met with small business people, var-
ious of them told me different items 
that were not on here. But when I 
interviewed 20 people and then had tes-
timony from the witnesses of large or-
ganizations, I tried to put together the 
top-tier issues that affect people across 
the board in the United States. And 
while some issues may affect this per-
son or that person, these are the top-
tier issues. 

Now, it does not list every issue in 
the world affecting small business peo-
ple. This is merely a blueprint. If I put 
every single issue affecting small busi-
ness people, all people, then what we 
would probably have is something that 
is as thick as a phone book. But what 
we have here are some consensus non-
controversial items, and I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ in favor of H. 
Res. 22. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

As we are in the middle of recog-
nizing National Small Business Week, 
most small business owners are going 
forward with their daily routine; wak-
ing up, heading into work, opening up 
their stores, and figuring out ways to 
pay their bills, manage their employ-
ees, and satisfy their customers. 

All day today we have been hearing 
about the numbers of challenges facing 
small firms, and we will continue to 
hear about these challenges over and 
over again. But the sad reality is that 
small businesses are facing tougher 
times today, now more than ever. With 
skyrocketing health care, energy and 
gas prices, rising interest rates and a 

$427 billion budget deficit, there are al-
ready restrictions facing those entre-
preneurs who want to start and expand 
their business ventures. 

And now I want to ask, what is Con-
gress’ answer to all this, to all these 
challenges facing small firms? The an-
swer is: Give small businesses some 
rights. You should have the right to ac-
cess health care, the right to be re-
lieved of regulatory burdens, and the 
right to tax simplification. This is all 
good when it is said and done, but what 
is Congress going to do to carry 
through on those promises? What ac-
tion is going to be taken to back up the 
rhetoric? 

Supporters of this bill will tell you 
that opposition to this resolution is op-
position to helping small businesses. 
However, the truth is that if you votes 
‘‘yes’’ on House Resolution 22, you have 
voted to do nothing more than offer 
empty promises to small businesses, 
empty promises that Congress probably 
will not keep. 

This is because tonight, when this 
Nation’s small business owners go 
home, probably somewhere around 10 
or 11, well after we have been done and 
gone for the day and after having 
missed a family dinner and maybe even 
a Little League game because they be-
lieve so much in their business ven-
ture, not one of their challenges will be 
solved because we voted ‘‘yes’’ for 
House Resolution 22. Today’s actions 
will not fix even one of the problems 
that most small business owners went 
to work with this morning. 

The Small Business Bill of Rights 
will not provide health care, it will not 
give entrepreneurs more access to cap-
ital, it will not relieve them of regu-
latory burdens, and it definitely will 
not help minority- and women-owned 
firms to grow a successful business. So 
continue talking about what you want 
to do for small businesses today, keep 
talking about what the challenges are, 
but what I want to know is when my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
are going to stop talking and start tak-
ing action. 

The bottom line here is that voting 
for House Resolution 22 today will not 
make a single thing better for this Na-
tion’s small businesses. It might make 
a great press release for some and an-
other opportunity to boast support for 
entrepreneurs, but, sadly, that is all it 
will be. 

This Small Business Week all that 
our Nation’s entrepreneurs will be get-
ting are more empty promises. By vot-
ing for House Resolution 22, you are 
voting to make more empty promises 
to small businesses this week. What we 
need now is for small businesses to see 
some well-deserved and long-overdue 
action taken to address their chal-
lenges. No more rhetoric. That is the 
least we can do for this Nation’s small 
businesses this week. 

This should be seen for what it truly 
is, a sham, and it should be voted 
down. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 
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Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume to 
briefly address some of the items 
raised by the gentlewoman from New 
York. This bill, House Resolution 22, is 
what it says it is, a blueprint for Con-
gress to follow; that, if followed, will 
help small businesses create additional 
jobs. She says, well, it is not enough 
just to have a blueprint, we should do 
something about some of these things; 
and why has this Congress not done 
anything about it? 

I had to smile when hearing that, and 
I will give three examples of why. The 
very first thing in the Small Business 
Bill of Rights says the right to join to-
gether to purchase affordable health 
insurance for small business employ-
ees. Now, I happen to be a cosponsor of 
that legislation, the Association 
Health Plans, as is the gentlewoman 
who uttered that statement. And, in 
fact, Congress has just acted on that 
bill on the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce, on which I serve, 
and we will be bringing that bill up to 
the floor for a vote in the future where 
it will surely pass the House of Rep-
resentatives. I recently met with Presi-
dent Bush about that issue and asked 
him to help push this issue in the Sen-
ate. 

The second issue mentioned in the 
Small Business Bill of Rights is the 
right to simplify tax laws that allow 
family-owned small businesses to sur-
vive over several generations and offer 
them incentives to grow. Why have we 
not done anything about that? In fact, 
just last week we passed a law repeal-
ing the death tax. In fact, I cospon-
sored that legislation. 

The third issue was the right to be 
free from frivolous lawsuits which 
harm law-abiding small businesses and 
prevent them creating new jobs. In 
fact, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
SMITH) has filed legislation called the 
Lawsuit Abuse Reduction Act, which I 
have cosponsored, which says we will 
have mandatory sanctions for frivolous 
lawsuits, and three strikes and you are 
out for those attorneys who file frivo-
lous lawsuits. This is not really a Re-
publican issue, but as well as having 
support of people like myself, it had 
the support of Senator JOHN EDWARDS 
and Senator JOHN KERRY on the cam-
paign trail, who said we should have 
tough sanctions and a three-strikes-
and-you-are-out penalty. That is legis-
lation that passed the House last time 
and we will surely seek to pass it this 
time. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we have laid out the 
blueprint here and then said we are 
creating order out of chaos. Of all the 
different myriad issues, these are the 
top-tier issues, and now we must take 
action to pass these pieces of legisla-
tion. And in fact this Congress is com-
mitted to doing that and has already 
done that in the three instances I have 
talked about. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to insert for 
the RECORD a copy of the exchange of 
letters between the chairman of the 

Committee on Small Business, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. MANZULLO); 
the chairman of the Committee on 
Ways and Means, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. THOMAS); and the chair-
man of the Committee on Government 
Reform, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. DAVIS) regarding H. Res. 22. 

And I will also insert into the 
RECORD a statement by the chairman 
of the Committee on Small Business, 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. MAN-
ZULLO).

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 

Washington, DC, April 26, 2005. 
Hon. DONALD A. MANZULLO, 
Chairman, Committee on Small Business, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN MANZULLO: I am writing 
concerning H. Res. 22, a resolution 
‘‘[e]xpressing the sense of the House of Rep-
resentatives that American small businesses 
are entitled to a Small Business Bill of 
Rights,’’ which was reported by the Com-
mittee on Small Business on Thursday, April 
21, 2005. 

As you know, the Committee on Ways and 
Means has jurisdiction over the Internal 
Revenue Code. The second resolution clause 
referring to the ‘‘right’’ afforded to small 
businesses to simplified tax laws would re-
quire changes to the Internal Revenue Code, 
and thus clearly falls within the jurisdiction 
of the Committee on Ways and Means. How-
ever, the Committee will not take action on 
this particular resolution. This is being done 
with the understanding that it does not in 
any way prejudice the Committee with re-
spect to the appointment of conferees or its 
jurisdictional prerogatives on this or similar 
legislation. 

I would appreciate your response to this 
letter, confirming this understanding with 
respect to H. Res. 22, and would ask that a 
copy of our exchange of letters on this mat-
ter be included in the Congressional Record 
during floor consideration. 

Best regards, 
BILL THOMAS, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, 

Washington, DC, April 26, 2005. 
Hon. WILLIAM M. THOMAS, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN THOMAS: Thank you for 
your letter regarding H. Res. 22, which ex-
presses the sense of the House of Representa-
tives that American small businesses are en-
titled to a ‘‘Small Business Bill of Rights.’’ 
As you noted, some of the provisions of the 
bill fall within the Rule X jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Ways and Means. I appreciate 
your willingness to forgo consideration of 
the bill, and I acknowledge that by agreeing 
to waive its consideration of the bill, the 
Committee on Ways and Means does not 
waive its jurisdiction over these provisions. 

A copy of your letter and this response will 
be included in the Congressional Record dur-
ing consideration of H. Res. 22 on the House 
floor. 

Thank you for your assistance in this mat-
ter. 

Sincerely yours, 
DONALD A. MANZULLO, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM, 

Washington, DC, April 27, 2005. 
Hon. DONALD A. MANZULLO,
Chairman, Committee on Small Business, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing to you 
concerning the jurisdictional interest of the 
Government Reform Committee in matters 
being considered in H. Res. 22, expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
American small businesses are entitled to a 
Small Business Bill of Rights. 

I recognize the importance of H. Res. 22 
and the need for the legislation to move ex-
peditiously. Therefore, while the Committee 
has a valid claim to jurisdiction over certain 
provisions of the resolution, I have not re-
quested a sequential referral of H. Res. 22. 
My decision to forego a sequential referral 
does not waive, reduce or otherwise affect 
the jurisdiction of the Government Reform 
Committee. I respectfully request that a 
copy of this letter and of your response ac-
knowledging our valid jurisdictional interest 
will be included in the Congressional Record 
when the bill is considered on the House 
Floor. 

Thank you for your cooperation in this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
TOM DAVIS, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS, 

Washington, DC, April 27, 2005. 
Hon. TOM DAVIS, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
recent letter regarding the Government Re-
form Committee’s jurisdictional interest in 
H. Res. 22, expressing the sense of the House 
of Representatives that American small 
businesses are entitled to a Small Business 
Bill of Rights, and your willingness to forego 
consideration of H. Res. 22 by the Govern-
ment Reform Committee. 

I agree that the jurisdiction of the Govern-
ment Reform Committee will not be ad-
versely affected by your decision to not re-
quest a sequential referral of H. Res. 22. As 
you have requested, I will include a copy of 
your letter and this response in the Congres-
sional Record during consideration of the 
legislation on the House floor. 

Thank you for your assistance, as I work 
toward the passage of this resolution. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD A. MANZULLO, 

Chairman. 

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DONALD A. 
MANZULLO ON H. RES. 22 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased that the House 
is taking up this resolution that essentially 
lists the small business priorities for this 
Congress. It is particularly fitting that on 
Small Business Week, we take time out of 
our busy schedule to honor small businesses 
and list their top priority issues. Representa-
tive Ric Keller has authored a commendable 
resolution, based on input he has received 
from his small business constituents, which 
expresses the sense of the House of Rep-
resentatives that the top challenges facing 
small businesses are: staggering health care 
costs; a high tax, regulatory and paperwork 
burden; frivolous lawsuits; growing energy 
costs; inadequate access to capital and to 
federal procurement opportunities. Surveys 
of small businesses continually show similar 
priorities, which was reflected in the hearing 
the Small Business Committee held last 
month. These priorities should be the focus 
of Congressional action to improve the cli-
mate for small businesses. 
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On many fronts, Congress is making 

progress addressing these issues. In Feb-
ruary, we were finally able to break the log-
jam in the Senate on class-action litigation 
reform and it is now the law of the land. 

This Committee held two hearings on 
health care in recent weeks and I am opti-
mistic that we can build on the success in 
the previous Congress that established 
Health Savings Accounts to break the im-
passe in the Senate on Association Health 
Plans and medical liability reform. 

I am pleased that the President’s Fiscal 
Year 2006 budget request and the House FY 
’06 Budget resolution includes making the 
tax cuts we already passed into law perma-
nent, which helps about 85 percent of all 
small businesses that pay their taxes on an 
individual—not corporate—basis. Two weeks 
ago, the House passed making permanent re-
pealing the estate or ‘‘death’’ tax repeal so 
that small businesses can be passed on to the 
next generation. 

I am going to work very hard this Congress 
to see meaningful reform of the Regulatory 
Flexibility Act (RFA) to insure that no fed-
eral agency bypasses the concerns of small 
business in the regulatory process. As a first 
step, the Committee held a hearing on legis-
lation to improve the RFA last month. 

Last week, the House passed a comprehen-
sive energy bill that is one part of the solu-
tion to help lower the price of energy in the 
United States through increasing supply and 
encouraging conservation. 

Finally, various SBA programs can help 
improve access to capital and procurement 
opportunities for small business. Now that 
the 7(a) loan guarantee program is on a sta-
ble footing, it has grown by 27 percent during 
the first six months of this fiscal year as 
compared to a similar period last year. It is 
on track to reach a record level of usage 
both in terms of the number of small busi-
nesses served and the dollar amount loaned 
out. The 504 Certified Development Company 
(CDC) and the Small Business Investment 
Company (SBIC) programs also play critical 
roles in meeting the expansion and venture 
capital needs of small business. In addition, 
SBA oversight over many of the federal pro-
curement programs has produced positive re-
sults for small businesses—for the first time 
in many years, the federal government met 
its overall 23 percent small business goal by 
providing $65.5 billion in prime contracting 
opportunities for small business in FY 2003. 

I encourage my colleagues to support H. 
Res. 22 and commend Representative Keller’s 
leadership in offering this initiative.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 20 seconds. I would say 
that a blueprint is important, but at 
some point we need to start building a 
house. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
PRICE). 

(Mr. PRICE of North Carolina asked 
and was given permission to revise and 
extend his remarks.)

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, it is ironic, or perhaps hypo-
critical is the right word, to be passing 
a Small Business Bill of Rights when in 
fact our Republican friends are gutting 
the very programs that support small 
businesses in this country. We will 
very likely pass this so-called bill of 
rights, but the danger is that in this 
Congress, this will become a smoke 
screen for inaction or worse. 

The Bush administration can find a 
trillion here and a billion there for tax 
cuts of questionable benefit to the 
economy, but they cannot find the 
funds necessary to help our small busi-
nesses that have time and time again 
proven their power to create jobs and 
spur economic growth. 

The Small Business Administration 
budget proposed by President Bush 
would provide the SBA with just over 
half the funds they had during the final 
year of the Clinton administration. 
That is like taking money right out of 
the hands of our small business owners. 

One out of every three small business 
loans in this country has been provided 
by 7(a). Last year the Bush administra-
tion eliminated funding to subsidize 
this critical program, and for the life of 
me I cannot figure out why. 

The return on this government in-
vestment is staggering. In 2004, 7(a) 
loans returned an estimated $12 billion 
on an $80 million investment. That is a 
more than a 100-fold return to the 
economy. It does not take a genius to 
realize that is good business and it is 
good common sense. 

Despite this, the President says he 
thinks it is not the government’s busi-
ness to support this program. Instead, 
he wants to pass the cost along to 
small business owners, significantly 
raising the fees they pay to use the 
program, up to $50,000 in some cases. 
That is ironic coming from a President 
who claims that any change in his tax 
policy will stall our economic recov-
ery. 

Mr. Speaker, Democrats understand 
small businesses and their need for ac-
cessible capital. In vote after vote, we 
are willing to support this vital sector 
of our economy. If the Republican lead-
ership of this body feels the same, I 
suggest we stop wasting our time with 
feel-good resolutions and start putting 
our money where our mouth is.

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I recognize how impor-
tant access to capital is to America’s 
small businesses. That is why we lis-
tened to small business owners when 
they testified here last month and in-
cluded language in this bill empha-
sizing the importance of capital and 
credit to small business growth. I am 
very happy that the 7(a) program, ref-
erenced by the gentleman, is not only 
thriving but that it is self-sufficient, 
operating at a zero subsidy and saving 
American taxpayers millions of dol-
lars. 

With the passage of the Small Busi-
ness Bill of Rights, we will be empha-
sizing Congress’ commitment to access 
to capital for small businesses. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

b 1430 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. WYNN). 

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentlewoman for yielding me this time. 

This is very interesting, this is a res-
olution, sense of the Congress. It is all 
the good things one can imagine. They 
have also just recently called it a blue-
print. What it is not is action. It is not 
concrete action to solve the problems 
of the small business community, and 
that is what Democrats are trying to 
say today. 

If we look at it, and this is the irony, 
some of the things they are trying to 
advocate have already been passed. 
They talk about tort reform, and they 
passed some tort reform. This House 
has passed association health plans. I 
am for them; the gentlewoman is for 
them. 

My point is they are talking about 
things that have passed or things that 
they have no intention of passing. 
They have had every opportunity to do 
something about bundling, the consoli-
dation of Federal contracts. They have 
not done a thing. Democrats have been 
talking about this for years. 

There are a lot of things in this bill 
that on its face are not necessarily ob-
jectionable, they are not so bad, but 
they do not mean anything. At the end 
of the day, they are empty platitudes. 
I do not take great offense at these 
platitudes, but Congress has to be can-
did with the American people and the 
American small business community 
and say these are platitudes that do 
not do anything. It is time we do some-
thing. 

Let me mention one other item, and 
that is what is not in this bill of plati-
tudes, and that is it does not address 
the concerns of the minority commu-
nity. The minority community in 
America is about 32 percent of our pop-
ulation, 13 percent of our companies. 
The Democrats said, look, let us not 
just do platitudes, let us do some 
things to improve the condition of mi-
nority businesses, let us improve those 
government programs that are tar-
geted at the minority communities, 
such as the 8(a) program. Let us 
streamline it and let us modernize it. 
They were not interested in that. The 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
PRICE) just pointed out we need to beef 
up the 7(a) program. The administra-
tion is trying to zero out that program 
so we do not have loans for small busi-
nesses. 

What we have here is a bill of plati-
tudes that sound nice that ignores the 
minority community and does not real-
ly do anything except rehash some of 
the ideological positions of the Repub-
lican side of the aisle, without really 
offering the business community any 
real meat. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to re-
ject this bill of platitudes, and let us do 
something for small businesses. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, again I have to smile 
listening to the gentleman’s comments 
because he said this is a bill of plati-
tudes that is a partisan Republican 
agenda, and then he turns around and 
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said that he proudly supports associa-
tion health plans, along with the rank-
ing member, and we need action on 
them. I think that is a bit inconsistent, 
although I will agree with the gen-
tleman, association health plans are 
very important. I think it is fair to say 
that they will pass overwhelmingly in 
the House. We want to make that a pri-
ority. I think it is fair to say the Sen-
ate has not taken them up, should have 
taken them up, and darn well better 
take them up and finally pass them 
this term. I think we want to send a 
strong message that the House con-
siders this a top priority of small busi-
nesses. 

With respect to the other issues, cer-
tainly we want to focus on the top-tier 
issues, such as repealing the death tax, 
and not just a platitude. We want it to 
pass and we took action last week, and 
it is going to come back in the form of 
a conference report. We want the small 
business community to be on record as 
saying that we think that is important 
that we finally repeal the death tax 
once and for all. 

With respect to frivolous lawsuits 
and liability concerns, we will have an 
opportunity to address that this Con-
gress. We want this country to know 
we are listening to small business peo-
ple when they say that they are con-
cerned about frivolous lawsuits and 
there should be some sanctions. So we 
have simply taken many, many issues, 
identified them in this blueprint by 
saying these are the top-tier issues 
that the NFIB says are the top issues 
to their members, the Chamber of Com-
merce says, and the regular people that 
I have interviewed say, and say, we 
hear you, we know you want action, 
and we are identifying these top prior-
ities, and we intend to take action on 
those top priorities. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, yes, I agree with the 
gentleman that we have association 
health plans, and that is a bipartisan 
issue that has support; but we have 
voted in this House four times on that 
issue. How many more times do we 
need to vote in the House? The other 
side controls the White House and the 
Senate. On the one issue where there is 
bipartisan support, the other side can-
not get the President to call the Sen-
ate and get this legislation passed. 
That is how much the other side of the 
aisle cares about access to health care 
for small businesses.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
GRIJALVA). 

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. 

The resolution we are talking about 
today is supposed to express the sense 
of Congress that we are committed to 
meeting the needs of small businesses. 
But, frankly, as we fiddle away, we ig-
nore that small businesses need action 
now. We have been speaking of the 

most glaring example, where Congress 
and the administration have been long 
on promises and very short on action. 
A comprehensive health care reform 
for small business needs to be a pri-
ority. 

The number one challenge facing our 
Nation’s businesses today is inability 
to access affordable health care. The 
problem has deepened in the past 5 
years, an increase in cost of over 60 
percent over the past 5 years. While it 
seems that everybody recognizes there 
is a problem, there has been no major 
reforms in the last 5 years. Since 2001, 
the President has repeatedly talked 
about bringing down health care costs 
for small businesses, but he has done 
little in the way of making any real 
changes. 

In the meantime, we have passed a 
bankruptcy bill, four tax cuts, a Medi-
care bill, a class-action bill; but the 
number one problem facing small busi-
nesses continues to see no action. 
Meaningful support means a com-
prehensive approach to health care re-
form for small business and not merely 
an unworkable gesture. Bringing down 
health care costs for small business 
and the self-employed is and should be 
a top priority. Unfortunately, Congress 
and the President have failed to do so. 
That means health care costs are going 
to continue to skyrocket. 

We need to end the back and forth. 
We need comprehensive health care re-
form and to start taking steps forward 
to implement a solution that is work-
able and actually helps small business 
owners. 

As the economic engines of this great 
Nation, small businesses deserve to be 
confident in their ability to provide 
health care for themselves, their fami-
lies, and their employees. I urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote on this resolution. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Ar-
izona (Mr. GRIJALVA) just urged a ‘‘no’’ 
vote. Now what does that mean: A 
Member is not for the things that we 
have here in the bill of rights, seven 
things that no person at any time on 
the Committee on Small Business has 
ever moved to strike, and we are voting 
on this Small Business Bill of Rights. 
We are not voting on what is not here; 
we are voting on what is in front of us. 

I want to be very clear to Members 
who are heeding this gentleman’s ad-
vice that they should vote ‘‘no.’’ If a 
Member votes ‘‘no’’ on what we are ad-
vocating, you are voting ‘‘yes’’ for 
higher health insurance costs, ‘‘yes’’ 
for higher death taxes, ‘‘yes’’ for more 
frivolous lawsuits, ‘‘yes’’ for more pa-
perwork, ‘‘yes’’ for higher energy costs, 
‘‘yes’’ for more obstacles to getting 
capital, and ‘‘yes’’ for more obstacles 
for getting contracts from the Federal 
Government for small businesses. 

I believe the appropriate vote here is 
a ‘‘yes’’ vote to send a message to the 
small business people in this country 
that we appreciate the fact that they 
are creating 70 percent of all the new 

jobs in this country. We hear their con-
cerns. We want to help them. We have 
listened to their top priorities; and by 
golly, we are going to work to pass 
each and every one of these items in 
this Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY). 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me this 
time. 

Mr. Speaker, today we are going to 
vote on a resolution that will do noth-
ing to help small businesses in Nevada 
and throughout this country. My 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
call this resolution the Small Business 
Bill of Rights; yet in my opinion this is 
another case where their rhetoric does 
not match the reality. 

Small business is very important to 
me. Half of the businesses in Nevada 
are small businesses. We are all con-
cerned about the cost of health care to 
small businesses. We are all concerned 
about the amount of paperwork that 
small businesses are deluged by, and we 
are all concerned about the sky-
rocketing costs of energy for all busi-
ness, including small business. 

But the bill before us does a dis-
service to small business. It fails to 
recognize the importance of women-
owned small businesses. This is espe-
cially important in Nevada which has 
over 50,000 women-owned small busi-
nesses and has the fastest growing 
number of women-owned small busi-
nesses in the country. 

The number one issue for the women 
in Nevada that own small businesses is 
access to capital. It is the number one 
issue for women. It is the number one 
issue for women-owned businesses. 
Gutting the 7(a) loan program and 
microloans is a disaster for these busi-
nesses. 

House Resolution 22 also fails to con-
demn the illegal practice of Federal 
Government contract bundling. When 
small business owners come to see me, 
one of the first issues they bring up is 
lack of access to Federal contracting 
opportunities. Contract bundling shuts 
small businesses out of the market-
place and should certainly be included 
in any genuine Small Business Bill of 
Rights. 

Nevada has been rated among the 
best States for entrepreneurs to start a 
small business. These businesses must 
have opportunities in the Federal mar-
ketplace. Increasing small business 
participation in Federal contracts will 
result in lower cost to taxpayers and 
give small businesses more opportuni-
ties in the Federal marketplace. Small 
businesses make up 97 percent of all 
business in the United States; yet the 
Federal Government does more than 77 
percent of its business with only 3 per-
cent of our Nation’s companies. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘no’’ on House Resolution 22 and 
‘‘yes’’ on the Velazquez motion to re-
commit. 
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Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I do not know if the 

gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms. BERK-
LEY) had the opportunity to read the 
bill. She said it does not say anything 
about access to capital or contract 
bundling. In reality, it specifically says 
small businesses shall have the right to 
equal treatment as compared to large 
businesses when seeking access to 
start-up and expansion capital and 
credit. It says small businesses should 
have the right to open access to the 
government procurement marketplace 
through the breaking up of large con-
tracts to give small business owners a 
fair opportunity to compete for Federal 
contracts. 

We specifically added those provi-
sions knowing that they were of con-
cern to the minority members on the 
Committee on Small Business.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. WATT). 

Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, there are 
some things in this resolution I agree 
with, and there are some things that I 
do not agree with; but the real problem 
that I have with the resolution is it 
does nothing. It is just a bunch of rhet-
oric. Where I come from, we say it is a 
lot of words with sound and fury signi-
fying nothing. Nothing will be done for 
small businesses at the end of the day 
under this bill. 

Why we need a blueprint or a road 
map to address something in Congress 
escapes me. This bill does nothing. 

The 20 businesses the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. KELLER) says he talks to 
obviously did not include any minority 
businesses, and the number one issue 
that minority people are indicating to 
us as members of the Congressional 
Black Caucus is they cannot even get 
into business. 

Mr. Speaker, that is 21 percent of the 
population, 7 percent of the small busi-
nesses, 7 percent of the businesses in 
this country; and yet when we tried to 
offer amendments to this bill to ad-
dress the access to capital needs, 8(a), 
7(a) and the things that are important 
to incentivizing minority businesses, 
the committee objected to including 
those things in this bill, and the Com-
mittee on Rules said, no, you cannot 
offer those amendments. 

We want access to capital. We want 
the ability to just be able to get into 
business. We want access to contracts; 
and while the bill talks about 
unbundling Federal contracts, nobody 
on the other side of the aisle has done 
anything about unbundling contracts. 

We have met with administration of-
ficials time after time after time, and 
they have done nothing. This resolu-
tion does nothing, and I encourage my 
colleagues to vote against it. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I certainly respect the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 

WATT) and appreciate the gentleman 
agreeing with at least some of the posi-
tions in here, although the gentleman’s 
position is somewhat interesting to me 
because on the one hand he is demand-
ing that certain items be included that 
are not included, and on the other hand 
he says the resolution is meaningless.

b 1445 
So if in reality the resolution is 

meaningless, then why is it so key to 
him to have those things included? 

The second thing he mentioned is we 
must not care about minority- or 
women-owned businesses. There is not 
one single thing in the Small Business 
Bill of Rights that says anything bad 
about women or minority businesses. I 
have not heard from any colleague any 
ill feelings to any women or minority 
businesses. There is language talking 
about equal access to capital and gov-
ernment contracts. 

His saying next, I believe, we must 
not have talked to any folks rep-
resenting minority-owned businesses, 
in reality we had testimony from the 
Chamber of Commerce at this hearing 
which said they represent 3 million 
businesses, testimony from NFIB rep-
resenting 600,000 small businesses, 
small business owners, white, black, 
Hispanic and others; and they gave us 
their top four issues as surveyed by 
their own members as association 
health plans, repealing the death tax, 
cracking down on frivolous lawsuits, 
and reducing paperwork. So these were 
the top-tier issues of these organiza-
tions, which do include small busi-
nesses. 

Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, I appreciate 
the gentleman’s yielding to me. 

I just want to be clear on whether 
this committee considered any amend-
ments dealing with 8(a) or any of the 
incentivizing provisions and what dis-
position this committee made and 
what disposition the Committee on 
Rules made of efforts to amend this 
resolution to include some incentives 
for minority business participation 
that would close the gap that exists be-
tween minority individuals in business 
and other individuals in business. Did 
they consider anything? 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, with respect to what was 
considered by the committee, the com-
mittee, minority members included, 
got a full hearing. Everybody got to 
ask questions twice. They then had 
three provisions added to the original 
Small Business Bill of Rights by me 
through substitute amendments, and 
then they got a vote on four of their six 
amendments before time expired. No, 
there was not a vote on the 8(a) pro-
gram. There is nothing in here that 
says 8(a) is bad or good. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KELLER. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, two 
things. Only one person, one witness, 
testified on behalf of the 8(a) program. 
So she represented 100 percent of mi-
nority businesses in this country. Sec-
ondly, is it not true that in the list of 
priorities for NFIB, frivolous lawsuit 
does not make the top 50, it does not 
rank? 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, and certainly she can get 
her own time to respond, but, no, there 
was a lady who was invited to testify 
before the committee representing her-
self. She certainly did not represent 100 
percent of all minorities in the coun-
try. She did not pretend to represent 
any minorities other than herself.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. LINDA T. 
SÁNCHEZ). 

Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I thank the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. VELAZ-
QUEZ) for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
H. Res. 22, the so-called Small Business 
Bill of Rights. There is nothing that is 
right about this resolution since it 
does not recognize the right of small 
businesses to have access to capital 
that meets their needs. 

Last night I offered an amendment to 
the Committee on Rules that recog-
nized the right of small businesses to 
have access to capital; and I am ex-
tremely disappointed that, despite val-
iant efforts on the part of Democrats, 
this amendment was not made in order. 
Small businesses need the 7(a) loan 
program, the microloan program, and 
other SBA access to capital programs 
that help them maintain and expand 
their businesses. 

My amendment would have also rec-
ognized the importance of the 
microloan program, which provides 
small loans to startups that are not 
served by traditional lenders. I know 
for a fact that access to capital pro-
grams are vitally important to small 
businesses in my district because when 
I held a small business roundtable 
meeting, access to capital was the 
number one issue each business 
brought forward as being an obstacle; 
and I know that this is the number one 
issue across the country. 

Why are we not helping small busi-
nesses? They produce two-thirds to 
three-quarters of all the new jobs in 
this country, and they are the back-
bone of our economy. Unfortunately, 
many small businesses continue to face 
barriers to accessing the capital they 
need. 

And I believe that Congress needs to 
take a stand today and strengthen 
these programs. It is time for Congress 
to go on the record in support of access 
to capital programs, like the microloan 
program, like the 7(a) loan program. 
Small businesses need more than just 
rhetoric and good intentions. They 
need action by this Congress. 
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So I urge my colleagues to oppose 

this resolution because it leaves out 
this critical priority. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I will respond to the comments of the 
gentlewoman from California. Mr. 
Speaker, no one, no one, at the hearing 
of this resolution, either submitted 
written testimony or spoke about the 
Small Business Administration’s 
microloan program. That is not to say 
that the program is unimportant. The 
Committee on Small Business has ar-
gued against eliminating the 
microloan program in the past. How-
ever, the main purpose of this resolu-
tion is to include only those issues that 
affect a broad cross-section of all small 
businesses. The microloan program 
serves a small niche marketplace. Ac-
cess to capital issues are already ad-
dressed in the Small Business Bill of 
Rights. We specifically say small busi-
nesses should be entitled to the right 
to equal treatment as compared to 
large businesses when seeking access to 
startup and expansion capital and cred-
it. 

Again, this is an example of someone 
criticizing the resolution not for what 
it says. They do not disagree with what 
it says. It is something that is not even 
there in it, and it confounds me a little 
bit. And I have to tell my colleagues 
when I interviewed various business-
men, they had a lot of ideas that they 
thought should be included and focused 
on in Congress that, frankly, I did not 
include in this resolution, even though 
I like them and they are sincere and it 
is important to them, because it was 
not a top-tier issue. It did not affect a 
broad cross-section of people. It was 
not a consensus noncontroversial issue. 

Just to give one example, one of the 
businessmen I interviewed was Mr. 
Bruce O’Donohue, who installs traffic 
lights. He says the biggest frustration 
as a small business person is getting 
reimbursed from the local, State, and 
Federal Government when they install 
traffic lights. It has a big impact on a 
small business guy to do work and then 
wait 4 or 5 months to get paid much 
more than it does a Fortune 500 com-
pany. I am sure for him this is more 
important than death tax laws and as-
sociation health plans and frivolous 
lawsuits, and I do not doubt the sin-
cerity. But I did not include it because 
it was the only time I heard it. It did 
not come up in the hearing. It was not 
a broad consensus issue. 

So I could have made this piece of 
legislation as thick as a phone book 
and included everything in the world, 
but then nothing would ever get done. 
Instead, we decided to go with a blue-
print of the top-tier issues that essen-
tially says to Congress these are im-
portant; and if we do nothing else, let 
us at least achieve these top priorities. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time.

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I just would like to say 
that more than 50 percent of the 
microloan program loans went to mi-
nority entrepreneurs, making it a crit-
ical source for funding for new minor-
ity-owned firms. That is quite a niche 
for us. It might not be for the other 
party. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO). 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, I 
am sitting here listening to the infor-
mation being disseminated in regards 
to small business. 

I have been for many years a small 
business entrepreneur, if the Members 
will. I have sat on the committee for 6 
years and have seen how the funding 
for some of the programs that are most 
helpful to minority business and other 
small business have dwindled and we 
have had to fight, especially for 
women-owned businesses. One year it 
was from 8 million, increased by 3 mil-
lion to all of 11 million for the whole of 
the United States. Yet women-owned 
businesses were the biggest growing 
segment of new business in the United 
States. 

So here we have areas that need help. 
The ability for some of our small busi-
ness to grow, to be able to start up, 
grow, to be able to expand, to create 
the jobs. Small business is the recovery 
engine of our United States; and yet we 
are saying these are important things, 
that it does not really say anything 
about it, it just does not say anything 
about them to help them grow in these 
hard economic times that we are facing 
right now. When we are talking about 
the reimbursement of business license, 
that is a local issue. That is local gov-
ernment. It has nothing to do with the 
Federal Government. Those are reim-
bursement issues that procurement at 
the local level is handling. That has 
nothing to do with assistance in pro-
grams that will enable small business 
to be able to produce the jobs that we 
need to recover. 

And, yes, there are a lot of other 
issues that I could bring up, but I stand 
here and cannot help but wonder why 
they are so adamantly opposed to add 
provisions in a bill this year that we 
can institute to be able to further 
along our engine of recovery through 
our small business assistance. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. BARROW). 

Mr. BARROW. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of today’s Small Business Bill 
of Rights, but I feel it necessary to ad-
dress the concerns of the one small 
business community whose concerns 
are not addressed in this resolution, 
America’s minority-owned businesses. 
This is not a small part of the small 
business marketplace. It is not a niche 
market, though this resolution treats 
the minority small business market as 
though it were a niche market. 

Despite the fact that nearly one-
third of America’s population consists 

of minorities, these individuals own 
only 15 percent of America’s small 
businesses. 

Earlier this month, the gentlewoman 
from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE) and I at-
tempted to offer an amendment to ad-
dress this disproportion. Our amend-
ment was simply a call for modernizing 
and streamlining the eligibility cri-
teria of the Small Business Adminis-
tration’s 8(a) program so that minor-
ity-owned small businesses had sub-
stantially the same eligibility criteria 
that we use to serve the rest of the 
small business community. 

The 8(a) program was created nearly 
40 years ago, and it is the major busi-
ness development program that this 
government offers to help minority 
business development. 

Currently, businesses applying for 
8(a) certification have to meet a num-
ber of restrictive criteria. These in-
clude a net worth cap of $250,000; a 9-
year maximum time in the program; a 
weaning off of government contracts; 
having been in business for 2 years 
prior to entering the program; and hav-
ing to show written proof of ‘‘prospects 
for success.’’ 

Today these restrictions apply only 
to the 8(a) program. The eligibility cri-
teria for the 8(a) program has not been 
updated, revised, or changed at all in 
the last 17 years. During that time, we 
have seen many other improvements in 
the Federal marketplace, including 
three new procurement programs tar-
geting specific sectors of the small 
business community: the HUBZone 
program, the Women’s Procurement 
program, and the Small Disadvantaged 
Business program. These are good ini-
tiatives that help America’s small 
businesses; but in order to qualify for 
them, they do not have to jump 
through the same hoops they have to 
jump through to get 8(a) certification. 

Mr. Speaker, 17 years without a legis-
lative update is the equivalent of re-
peal by neglect. Instead of ensuring 
that minority entrepreneurs have 
equal access to Federal contracts and 
subcontracts, this resolution does 
nothing to eliminate out-of-date and 
unnecessary obstacles for minority-
owned companies. 

Mr. Speaker, this amendment was 
not even given the chance to be consid-
ered in committee. Just when it was 
time for us to introduce our amend-
ment, a motion for previous question 
was made, preventing us from even in-
troducing our amendment. 

Yesterday, I argued before the Com-
mittee on Rules that this amendment 
be considered today, and that request 
too was denied. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand that this 
is a House of procedure and protocol. 
But the curious and unusual procedure 
and protocol afforded this amendment 
has been unfair and unjust. 

This resolution offered us an oppor-
tunity to help remove antique barriers 
that limit the potential of our Nation’s 
minority-opened businesses. Until this 
Congress addresses the fact that minor-
ity small businesses have to jump 
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through hoops that do not apply in 
other small business programs, minor-
ity small businesses will continue to be 
second-class concerns. 

A bill of rights for small businesses 
ought to fix that.

b 1500 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to inquire of the Chair how 
much time is remaining on both sides. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. KELLER) has 9 minutes remaining; 
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ) has 8 minutes remaining. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Ohio (Mrs. JONES). 

(Mrs. JONES of Ohio asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to, so the world knows, speak in 
support of all of the work that the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ) has done on behalf of small 
business across this country. Without 
her leadership, small businesses might 
not have a voice in this Congress. 

I rise to speak in opposition to this 
resolution and, specifically, on the im-
portance of tax relief for American 
small businesses. This bill specifies 
that small businesses have ‘‘the right 
to be free of unnecessary, restrictive 
regulations and paperwork which waste 
the time and energy of small business, 
while hurting production and pre-
venting job creation.’’ 

My only question is, what have the 
Republicans done since they took the 
majority in 1994 to relieve the tax bur-
den on small business? Over a decade 
ago, when Republicans took control of 
the House, they promised that they 
would make our tax laws more simple 
and fair. Former Committee on Ways 
and Means Chairman Bill Archer prom-
ised on many occasions that he was 
going to rip the code out by its roots 
and replace it with a simpler one. This 
has not happened. 

Actually, Mr. Speaker, the truth is 
no action has been taken. The Repub-
licans have done the very opposite of 
what they promised. 

Here are some disturbing facts. The 
IRS estimates that the average tax-
payer with self-employed status has 
the greatest compliance burden in 
terms of preparation: 59 hours. This is 
about 10 hours longer than in 1994. Ac-
cording to the GAO, in 2000 and 2001, 
small businesses overpaid their taxes 
by $18 billion because of return errors 
and complexity in the Tax Code. The 
Small Business Act of 1996 made 657 
Tax Code changes that expanded the 
code by more than 50 pages. The Job 
Growth and Tax Relief Act of 2003 
made 51 Tax Code changes and ex-
panded the Tax Code by nearly 12 
pages. During the 108th Congress, the 
Republicans orchestrated nearly 900 

changes to the Tax Code. And it goes 
on. 

I just rise to say, Mr. Speaker, that I 
rise in opposition to the legislation. 
Small businesses need a simplified Tax 
Code.

An analysis of the legislation by the Joint 
Committee on Taxation describes how the 
new law will require more than 10 percent of 
all small businesses to keep additional 
records, result in more disputes with the IRS, 
increase tax preparation costs, and require ad-
ditional complex calculations. 

Mr. Speaker, small businesses are the foun-
dation of our economy. They need a tax sys-
tem that frees resources for investment and 
encourages job creation. We must support 
small businesses and American entrepreneur-
ship. 

When this resolution before us states that 
small businesses have ‘‘The right to be free of 
unnecessary, restrictive regulations . . .,’’ we 
can’t help but question the sincerity of that 
declaration. 

Since they took the majority in 1994, Re-
publicans have enacted 42 new tax laws. 
These new laws contain 4,268 changes to our 
tax code, resulting in over 500 additional 
pages to our tax code. These changes have 
made the tax code significantly more complex 
for Americans and small businesses, with no 
serious effort to provide tax simplification. 

Mr. Speaker, when we say that small busi-
nesses have the right to be free from unnec-
essary regulation and deserve tax simplifica-
tion, we cannot just ‘‘talk the talk.’’ We must 
also ‘‘walk the walk.’’ This is the time in which 
we need to initiate fundamental tax reform; it 
has become vital to our small businesses and 
American entrepreneurship. We must act now. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
just to respond to one allegation by the 
gentlewoman which essentially was 
that Republicans have been in power 
for a while and have done nothing to 
help small businesses with respect to 
tax relief. I would dispute that pretty 
vigorously, and I do not need to look 
for too many examples of that. 

When I was elected to Congress in the 
year 2000, small businesses, most of 
which are subchapter S pass-through 
entities, were paying a tax rate of 40 
percent. On the other hand, the For-
tune 500 corporations were paying a 
corporate tax rate of 35 percent. Presi-
dent Bush thought that was unfair, and 
we passed President Bush’s tax relief 
initiative and brought small businesses 
from 40 percent down to 35 percent. We 
have seen 2 million new jobs created in 
the past year in large part because of 
that tax policy, and, in fact, 70 percent 
of those new jobs were created by small 
business people. 

He also thought it was important 
that people have incentives to invest, 
so he asked us and we complied, and we 
lowered the capital gains tax from 20 
percent down to 15 percent. We have 
had extraordinary tax growth. So I 
think the President has taken the lead 
with respect to tax relief, and the Con-
gress has agreed with him, and we have 
had some pretty good success with 
that. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, small 
businesses got only $500. That is noth-
ing compared to the $3,000 that they 
have to pay in fees through the 7(a) 
program. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes, 15 
seconds to the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin (Ms. MOORE). 

(Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend her remarks.) 

Ms. MOORE of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak-
er, I will not repeat the many cogent 
remarks that my colleagues have 
made, but I would like to address some 
of the things that the gentleman from 
Florida has said. 

First of all, minority- and women-
owned businesses are very, very proud 
to have contributed to this economy. 
The 3 million businesses with close to 5 
million workers have generated close 
to $600 billion in revenue. My concern 
is that there will be a serious attrition 
because, in fact, the programs that 
have helped to create these businesses 
are being gutted and have not been im-
proved in 17 years. As a result of our 
not modernizing these programs, there 
has been a loss of $10 billion in Federal 
contracting opportunities. 

I would also like to address the gen-
tleman’s remarks about no one having 
a complaint about things in this bill. I 
suppose, Mr. Speaker, that the wel-
come for me, a new Member of Con-
gress, is that I was not even allowed to 
debate my amendment, something that 
I regret, because I feel that I am a 
great contributor. 

Mr. Speaker, I would just like to 
share a few of the staggering economic 
statistics in my district of Milwaukee, 
Wisconsin. In the past 5 years, the city 
of Milwaukee has lost 33,000 manufac-
turing jobs. We have had an 80 percent 
unemployment increase among resi-
dents in the city of Milwaukee. Accord-
ing to the Bureau of Labor Statistics, 
59 percent, 59 percent of African Amer-
ican males are unemployed, and 92 per-
cent of them live in the city of Mil-
waukee. 

The late great Ronald Reagan once 
said anecdotally, the best way to ad-
dress minority business unemployment 
is to create minority businesses. I 
could not have said it better.

Mr. Speaker, small businesses create nearly 
75 percent of all new jobs, account for 99 per-
cent of all employers, and make up half of our 
nation’s Gross Domestic Product, GDP. Many 
people of color have embraced the idea of the 
American dream through business ownership, 
as minorities own more than 3 million busi-
nesses with close to 5 million workers and 
generate close to $600 billion in revenue. 

However, despite the fact that minorities 
make up one-third of the population, minority-
owned businesses account for only 15 percent 
of all U.S. companies. It seems that an owner-
ship divide exists in this country and more of 
an effort should be made to encourage minor-
ity entrepreneurship. Unfortunately, H. Res. 22 
does not adequately reflect the challenges fac-
ing many of today’s minority entrepreneurs. 

Let me briefly run down a few staggering 
statistics in terms of my district: 
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Since 1999, the number of unemployed resi-

dents in Milwaukee has increased by close to 
80 percent. 

According to the 2000 census, 59 percent of 
African American working age males in Mil-
waukee are either unemployed or out of the 
workforce. 

In the past 5 years, the city of Milwaukee 
has lost 33,000 manufacturing jobs. 

Ninety-two percent of the Metropolitan Mil-
waukee area’s African American labor force 
lives in the city of Milwaukee. 

I know the creation of a handful of new 
small businesses in my district would be a 
step in the right direction towards addressing 
some of the eye-opening figures I mentioned 
a moment ago. But the resources have to be 
made available in order to make this happen. 
Sadly, the actions of the federal government 
indicate the opposite. 

It concerns me that programs established by 
Congress to promote minority business devel-
opment, such as the SBA’s 8(a) program, 
have been ignored and allowed to fall behind 
the times—with no action taken during the 
past 17 years to ensure that these vital serv-
ices are able to meet the demands of today’s 
small business marketplace. This is unaccept-
able. 

In the meantime, numerous reforms oc-
curred in the federal procurement process that 
made it quicker and easier to participate in 
contract practices. Regrettably, minority-owned 
firms were unable to capitalize on these im-
provements due to the outdated procurement 
initiatives offered through minority business 
development programs. As a result, these 
companies lost out on nearly $10 billion in 
Federal contracting opportunities. 

In addition, there are significant racial dis-
parities in Small Business Administration’s 
lending practices. The average loan size for 
7(a) loans is $170,000. However, the average 
7(a) loan for African American-owned compa-
nies is $86,000, and the average 7(a) loan for 
Hispanic-owned businesses is $128,000. 

The Federal Government has also added to 
the barriers to success already facing minority 
small business owners though the shutdown 
of the Small Business Investment Company’s, 
SBIC, Participating Securities program. In 
2003, 14 percent of all SBIC’s program 
financings in 2003 went to minority-owned 
businesses. Entrepreneurs now have one less 
avenue for capital. 

Furthermore, the administration also rec-
ommended eliminating the SBA’s MicroLoan 
and PRIME programs, which provide financing 
and technical assistance to budding minority 
entrepreneurs. Given the importance of small 
businesses to the American economy and the 
serious problems facing urban communities, 
Congress should take proper action to accom-
modate the needs of small business owners. 

Mr. Speaker, along with my colleague from 
Georgia, Representative BARROW, I made a 
good faith effort to introduce an amendment 
during the Small Business Committee Markup 
of H. Res. 22 which would have added the 
concerns of minority small business owners. 
Unfortunately, we were never granted the op-
portunity to offer our amendment. 

To paraphrase former President Reagan, 
‘‘the best way to increase employment in mi-
nority communities is to increase the number 
of minority-owned businesses.’’ I couldn’t have 
said it better myself. 

This Small Business Bill of Rights does not 
accurately reflect the concerns of all small 

businesses in my district. Therefore, I cannot 
support the resolution. I urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘no’’ on H. Res. 22. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to inquire how much time is 
left. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from New York has 33⁄4 min-
utes remaining; the gentleman from 
Florida has 71⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS). 

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
in my community, there is an old say-
ing that goes: After all is said and 
done, much more is said than done. 

Now, we have heard a great deal 
about what some people have called the 
do-nothing, the empty-promises Small 
Business Bill of Rights. The gentleman 
from Florida asked the question, if you 
vote against this, what are you really 
voting against? What you are voting 
against is the gamesmanship of playing 
games with the needs of small busi-
nesses. 

Yes, small businesses need some 
things. They need access to capital, 
money, cash. They need venture cap-
ital, money, cash to expand and grow 
their businesses. They need protection 
from the inopportunity to do business. 
They need the big contracts broken up, 
unbundled, so that they can compete. 
So they need assistance. They do not 
need rhetorical commentary, they do 
not need advice, they need help. 

I am afraid that my colleagues have 
been correct. This legislation is full of 
empty promises. As my colleague from 
North Carolina said, sound and fury 
signify nothing. 

We all love small businesses, but we 
want them to know the truth. The 
Bible says, ‘‘Know ye the truth, and 
the truth will set you free.’’ 

The truth is, this administration has 
not been supportive of small busi-
nesses.

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Again, I respect the comments and 
enthusiasm of the gentleman from Illi-
nois, and I wish I had his wonderful 
voice, by the way; maybe I would be 
more persuasive. 

We hear criticisms that, well, this is 
just a blueprint, we need action. And 
then it is criticized because it does not 
have a thing or two that they want in 
there. So if it is, in fact, a meaningless 
blueprint and does not in fact do what 
I say it does, and that is provide a blue-
print of action for this Congress, why 
are they so desperately trying to get 
their provisions in here? 

I have to tell my colleagues that 
there are some folks who do not agree 
with their characterization that this is 
not important. The NFIB, which rep-
resents 600,000 small businesses, sent 

out a letter yesterday to every Member 
of Congress, please vote for the Keller 
Small Business Bill of Rights. This is 
important to us to have this blueprint. 

The Chamber of Commerce sent out a 
letter on April 25, 2 days ago, which 
represents 3 million people, asking 
each Member of Congress, please vote 
for this Small Business Bill of Rights. 
This is a blueprint that is critical to 
have on the record so that this Con-
gress will follow it. 

I believe that we do need to have ac-
tion after this. I believe that the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ) was smart and right to co-
sponsor the Association Health Plans. I 
share her criticism as to why the Sen-
ate has not acted, but we are going to 
act on this, and we are going to de-
mand they act. 

She inquired of me earlier, well, you, 
and I assume she meant my party, con-
trol the White House and the Senate; 
why do you not do something and get 
the President to act? I have to share 
with my colleagues that on March 18, 
just a little while ago, I had the happy 
privilege of flying down to my home 
district of Orlando with President Bush 
on Air Force One and he invited me up 
to his cabin there where his mom, Bar-
bara Bush was, and I got the chance to 
chat with them, just he and I and Sen-
ator MARTINEZ, for an hour. He said, if 
you could have me do anything, what 
would you want me to do? I said, sir, I 
want you to use your bully pulpit to 
help us pass association health plans in 
the Senate. He said he supports it and 
he would agree to do that. 

So I do not know what more I can do, 
other than asking the Commander in 
Chief, one on one, and getting his com-
mitment that he is going to push for 
that. But I have tried. I wish I were a 
dictator for a day sometimes, because 
if I was, we would have association 
health plans. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Guam (Ms. BORDALLO). 

Ms. BORDALLO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to address a provision of H. Res. 
22 that states that small businesses 
have a right to be free from unneces-
sary regulation and paperwork. Small 
business is important to me, Mr. 
Speaker, since 95 percent of the busi-
nesses in Guam are small businesses. 
My concern is the practical aspect of 
including this language in a bill that is 
meant to serve essentially as a state-
ment of legislative goals for the 109th 
Congress. 

The Regulatory Flexibility Act is 
routinely ignored by Federal agencies 
who are supposed to review regulations 
every 10 years. The Office of Advocacy 
and the Office of Information and Reg-
ulatory Policy are the offices assigned 
to review proposed regulations. 

The point is that sufficient authority 
exists to protect small businesses 
against unnecessary regulatory bur-
dens but, unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, 
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these laws are not being carried out to 
the intended level by the executive 
branch. I agree with the regulatory 
provision of H Res. 22. However, this 
issue should remain where it belongs: 
in the committee’s oversight plan. 

Mr. Speaker I, therefore, support 
House Resolution 22.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to address a provision of 
H. Res. 22 that states that small businesses 
have a right to be free from unnecessary regu-
lation and paperwork. My purpose is not to 
judge the merits of this provision in the rhetor-
ical sense, as I too agree that we need to do 
more to relieve the regulatory and paperwork 
burden on small businesses. My concern is 
the practical aspect of including this language 
in a bill that is meant to serve essentially as 
a statement of legislative goals for the 109th 
Congress, particularly a bill such as H. Res. 
22 that has unfortunately poisoned some of 
the bipartisan spirit that I believe made the 
Small Business Committee so strong and ef-
fective in past Congresses. 

Section 610 of the Regulatory Flexibility Act 
requires federal agencies to review regulations 
every ten years in order to strike or revise 
those provisions which are obsolete or for 
which a more modern perspective would lead 
to a better rule. This Act is routinely ignored 
by federal agencies. The Office of Advocacy 
and the Office of Information and Regulatory 
Policy are the offices assigned to review pro-
posed regulations for their impact on small 
businesses and to ensure that agencies com-
ply with the Regulatory Flexibility Act and the 
paperwork Reduction Act. Both offices have 
been provided fewer resources than in pre-
vious years, with the administration now pro-
posing to eliminate the line item for 
advocacy’s research budget. 

The point is that sufficient authority exists to 
protect small businesses against unnecessary 
regulatory burdens, but unfortunately these 
laws are not being carried out to the intended 
level by the executive branch. I agree with the 
regulatory provision of H. Res. 22 in sub-
stance, however, this issue should remain 
where it belongs: in the committee’s oversight 
plan. As the ranking member of the Regu-
latory Reform and Oversight Subcommittee, I 
am very much looking forward to conducting 
oversight hearings on the challenges facing 
the Federal agencies in complying with exist-
ing mandates. The chairman of my sub-
committee is a good man, with whom I know 
there exists much common ground for which 
we can work on a bipartisan basis. 

Last year, we worked on a bipartisan basis 
to advance an SBA reauthorization that had 
many important provisions. We worked to-
gether on a number of other items such as 
small business health care and restoring fund-
ing for the 7(a) Loan Program that we felt 
were of mutual interest to small businesses 
despite objections from other members of our 
own parties. Unfortunately many of the bipar-
tisan points were scuttled, including a very im-
portant provision for my district, and many of 
the issues for which there is not as strong a 
consensus are now being advanced. I don’t 
question the commitment to small businesses 
of those supporting or not supporting H. Res. 
22. I do however question whether or not this 
strategy is conducive to what we really need 
to be doing as a committee and as a Con-
gress in advancing the interests of our small 
business community, particularly those issues 
on which we all agree. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, who 
was the right to close? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida has the right to 
close. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent for an additional 
11⁄2 minutes for myself. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. VELÁZQUEZ). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman is yielded an additional 1 
minute then, for 21⁄4 minutes. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself the remaining time. 

My colleagues have all heard about 
the challenges facing small business 
today during this debate. It has become 
very clear that House Resolution 22 
will do nothing to address these issues, 
and it is nothing more than pure rhet-
oric. 

This resolution fails terribly in pro-
viding strong solutions and action 
items to help this Nation’s small busi-
nesses. It also fails terribly in rep-
resenting the needs of all sectors of the 
small business community. With all 
the respect due to the main sponsor of 
this resolution, 20 small businesses 
from his district do not represent 20 
small businesses in my district, or 20 
small businesses in any other Members’ 
district. By voting for House Resolu-
tion 22, you are merely casting a blank 
ballot. This bill of rights is nothing 
more than empty promises to our Na-
tion’s small businesses. 

I am going to request a motion to re-
commit this bill back to the com-
mittee. By voting for this motion to re-
commit, you will be voting to give 
small businesses the opportunity to 
truly receive more capital through 
SBA lending programs and to protect 
them from free trade agreements. Most 
importantly, you will be voting to 
make the needs of women- and minor-
ity-owned businesses a true priority. 
These are critical provisions that need 
to be addressed.

b 1515 

This resolution does not represent 
the needs of all our Nation’s small 
businesses. In order to enhance House 
Resolution 22, I urge you to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on the motion to recommit this legisla-
tion to the committee. And I urge you 
to vote ‘‘no’’ on final passage. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). The gentleman from Florida 
has the right to close. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire as to how much time I have re-
maining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida has 41⁄2 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself as much time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, let us talk a little bit 
about this Small Business Bill of 
Rights and whether or not it accu-
rately represents small business peo-
ple. When I was assigned to the Small 
Business Committee, before accepting 
my Chair there, I decided to personally 
go interview small business people in 
my district. 

I did not pretend to have any idea as 
to what their top issues were. I just 
knew that they were creating 70 per-
cent of all new jobs in this country; 
and I wanted to see what, if anything, 
I and other Members of Congress could 
do to help them. I went into those 
meetings with an open mind. I then 
came out learning that the sky-
rocketing health insurance was the 
number one issue, and they wanted as-
sociation health plans. 

I learned their number two issue was 
small family-owned businesses wanting 
to pass the businesses from one genera-
tion to the next under some reformed 
death tax laws. Right now what we 
have was unacceptable. 

I have learned that they had con-
cerns about frivolous lawsuits, and 
their liability premiums were going up, 
and that it was hard for them to defend 
a case in court, even if they were not 
at fault, because attorneys are so ex-
pensive, and so they would rather pay 
10 grand to settle a case where they did 
nothing wrong rather than pay $100,000. 

I also learned that they were spend-
ing about $5,500 per employee on unnec-
essary paperwork and regulations. I 
learned from these meetings that, in 
fact, those were not only the top four 
issues, but in about that order. 

And then later, when the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ) said that she wanted to 
have a hearing on this matter, we had 
the majority and minority call wit-
nesses. And I did not know what these 
witnesses were going to say at that 
hearing. 

But when we got to the hearing, we 
had the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, 
which does represent 3 million busi-
nesses, and not just the 20 I spoke of, 
say that, in fact, according to the polls 
of those members, those four issues 
that consistently came up in my dis-
trict of Orlando were the top four 
issues in the country facing small busi-
nesses. 

We then had a gentleman testify on 
behalf of NFIB named Jerry Pierce. 
And he testified those were the top 
four issues according to him and NFIB. 
And so, in fact, we had isolated the top 
four issues affecting small businesses, 
and they rightfully deserve to be there. 

So we put together this Small Busi-
ness Bill of Rights; did not do it alone, 
sat down and talked with a Democrat 
colleague of mine who is the original 
cosponsor of this, the gentleman from 
Alabama (Mr. CRAMER), and put to-
gether what we thought were the top 
four issues. 

We then had a hearing. And the mi-
nority said, well, there are some other 
issues that are also important dealing 
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with energy costs and access to capital 
and contract bundling. We put those 
there as well. 

And so we came up with this Small 
Business Bill of Rights, not by accident 
or witchcraft or consulting some psy-
chic. We came up with these issues by 
talking directly to business people out 
in the field, in congressional hearings, 
and listening to what they said in their 
surveys. And we came up with a pretty 
good bill that almost everyone, Repub-
lican and Democrat, should support. 

Now, there is a reason not to support 
this; and I will tell you, in the interest 
of straight talk. If you disagree with 
what this says, and you believe there 
should be higher health insurance, then 
do not support it. If you think there 
should be more taxes, then do not sup-
port it. If you think we should have 
more frivolous lawsuits, do not support 
it. If you want more red tape and pa-
perwork, do not support it. If you want 
higher energy costs, do not support it. 
If you want more obstacles to getting 
contracts, do not support it. If you 
want it to be harder to get access to 
capital, do not support it. But if you 
are a small business person and you 
represent small business people, realize 
that this Small Business Bill of Rights 
represents what they tell us they want 
Congress to do. 

During this week, National Small 
Business Week, let us send a message 
to small business people: we hear you, 
we have a resolution listing these as 
the blueprint for our priorities in Con-
gress, and we are going to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
to send a message that we are going to 
get these things done, if nothing else. 

With that, Mr. Speaker, I ask my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on H. Res. 22 and vote ‘‘no’’ 
on the motion to recommit. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on H. Res. 22. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida? 

There was no objection.
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, 

thank you for allowing me the opportunity to 
offer my remarks today regarding H. Res. 22. 
As a member of the House Small Business 
Committee, small business creation and devel-
opment is one area in which I take great inter-
est. As the Representative from a largely rural 
district, I understand that small businesses are 
the livelihood of rural America. They bring 
goods and services to these communities, pro-
viding the foundation for local rural economies. 
They also are the main source of employment 
in many rural areas. 

In many rural areas, it is a priority to ensure 
small businesses access to capital. Without 
access to financing, small businesses are un-
able to target new markets, grow, or even hire 
new workers. Often, undercapitalized busi-
nesses go bankrupt, leaving a void in rural 
communities across the country. 

The Small Business Administration’s 7(a) 
loan program was created to fill this void as 

well as to ensure that small businesses would 
always have an available source of affordable 
capital. The program is administered by a net-
work of lenders, which based on SBA rules, 
sets up its own processes. SBA provides a 
guarantee on a portion of the loan, and allows 
the bank to extend more capital than they 
would without the guarantee. The 7(a) loan 
program, which is the SBA’s core lending pro-
gram, is responsible for 30 percent of all long-
term lending to small business owners. 

Unfortunately, the Administration recently 
shifted the cost of the 7(a) program to small 
businesses and their lenders—raising fees on 
these loans for both the borrowers and lend-
ers. Upfront fees were raised by nearly $1,500 
for smaller loans and as much as $3,000 for 
larger loans. For the largest loans available, 
which are for $2 million, these fees are now 
over $50,000. This has doubled lenders’ an-
nual costs for making loans and reduced their 
incentives for participating in the program. 

The Administration’s actions are starting to 
take their toll. During the last quarter of FY04, 
when the program was operating unfettered 
and with lower fees in place, the program did 
$3.94 billion worth of business. Recent quar-
terly figures show that this has dropped to 
$3.42 billion—a 14 percent decline. And the 
Administration has now proposed more fees 
for next year. This will only serve to further 
harm small businesses and the communities 
that they are located in. 

There are many creditworthy businesses 
that are in need of capital but that do not fit 
a lender’s traditional underwriting standards. 
Some entrepreneurs put off needed improve-
ments or forgo potential expansion. Others are 
forced to turn to costly lending alternatives 
and end up financially strapped with insur-
mountable debt before their companies have 
even had a chance to get off the ground.

To make things worse, credit conditions are 
tightening for small business owners. The 
Federal Reserve has just raised interest rates 
for the seventh time since last June. Many 
lenders have followed suit, lifting their prime 
lending rates to 5.75 percent. Small business 
loans are tied to the prime lending rate, and 
as a result many small businesses will face 
higher interest rates. 

It is evident that many small business own-
ers are unable to access the capital they 
need. This creates a situation where not only 
is the entrepreneur unable to achieve their 
goal, but our local communities lose out on 
the potential job creation and economic growth 
that these new firms bring with them. 

Small businesses are critical to our nation’s 
economy and we must ensure that they have 
access to capital. Yet, this resolution fails to 
call for Congress to help strengthen the SBA 
programs that best help small businesses. 
This resolution falls far short of helping small 
businesses. As such, I urge my colleagues to 
oppose H. Res. 22.

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 235, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
resolution and the preamble, as amend-
ed. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MS. 
VELÁZQUEZ 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentlewoman opposed to the resolu-
tion? 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Yes, in its current 
form. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Ms. VELÁZQUEZ moves to recommit the 

bill, H. Res. 22, to the Committee on Small 
Business.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 188, nays 
222, not voting 24, as follows:

[Roll No. 140] 

YEAS—188

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (TN) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 

Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Gordon 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McIntyre 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 

Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murtha 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Pomeroy 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
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Waters 
Watson 
Watt 

Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 

Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NAYS—222

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Beauprez 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Costa 
Cox 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (KY) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 

Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 

Nussle 
Obey 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Saxton 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Simpson 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Stearns 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—24

Brady (TX) 
Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burton (IN) 
Cubin 
Doolittle 
Feeney 
Flake 

Hensarling 
Hinojosa 
Istook 
Johnson, Sam 
Lynch 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Pence 
Pitts 

Rothman 
Ryan (WI) 
Scott (GA) 
Shadegg 
Souder 
Westmoreland 
Wicker 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY) (during the vote). Members are 
advised there are 2 minutes remaining 
in the vote. 

b 1546 

Messrs. KIND, THORNBERRY, 
LEACH, PETERSON of Pennsylvania 
and REGULA changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay’’. 

Messrs. ENGEL, DAVIS of Tennessee 
and OBERSTAR and Mrs. MALONEY 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea’’. 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded.

Stated for:
Mr. HINOJOSA. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No. 

140, had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yes.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table.

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FOLEY). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule 
XX, the Chair will postpone further 
proceedings today on motions to sus-
pend the rules on which a recorded vote 
or the yeas and nays are ordered, or on 
which the vote is objected to under 
clause 6 of rule XX. 

Record votes on postponed questions 
will be taken tomorrow. 

f 

SUPPORTING GOALS OF WORLD 
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY DAY 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and 
agree to the resolution (H. Res. 210) 
supporting the goals of World Intellec-
tual Property Day, and recognizing the 
importance of intellectual property in 
the United States and worldwide. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H. RES. 210

Whereas intellectual property is the back-
bone of our Nation’s economic competitive-
ness and the only sector where the United 
States has a trade surplus with every nation 
in the world; 

Whereas all nations can use the intellec-
tual property system to achieve economic 
growth and cultural development; 

Whereas intellectual property plays an im-
portant role in an increasingly broad range 
of areas, ranging from the Internet to health 
care to nearly all aspects of science and 
technology and literature and the arts, and 
understanding the role of intellectual prop-
erty in these areas—many of them still 
emerging—often requires significant new re-
search and study; 

Whereas World Intellectual Property Day 
provides an opportunity to reflect on how in-
tellectual property touches all aspects of our 
lives: how copyright helps bring music to our 
ears and art, films, and literature before our 
eyes, how industrial design helps shape our 
world, how trademarks provide reliable signs 
of quality, and how patenting helps promote 
ingenious inventions that make life easier, 
faster, safer—and sometimes completely 
changes our way of living; 

Whereas World Intellectual Property Day 
is an opportunity to encourage young people 
everywhere to recognize the creator, the 

problem-solver, and the artist within them-
selves, because the classrooms of today will 
produce the entrepreneurs, the scientists, 
the designers, and the artists of tomorrow; 

Whereas the over-arching objectives for 
World Intellectual Property Day 2005 are to 
reach out to young people about the impor-
tance of intellectual property, to increase 
understanding of how protecting intellectual 
property rights helps foster creativity and 
innovation, and to raise awareness of the im-
portance in daily life of patents, copyrights, 
trademarks, and designs; 

Whereas April 26, 1970, was the date on 
which the Convention establishing the World 
Intellectual Property Organization entered 
into force; 

Whereas in 2000, member states of the 
World Intellectual Property Organization es-
tablished World Intellectual Property Day to 
celebrate the contribution made by 
innovators and artists to the development 
and growth of societies across the globe and 
to highlight the importance and practical 
use of intellectual property in our daily 
lives; and 

Whereas April 26, 2005, has been designated 
as World Intellectual Property Day as a time 
to celebrate the importance of intellectual 
property to the United States and world 
economy: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives—

(1) supports the goals of World Intellectual 
Property Day to promote, inform, and teach 
the importance of intellectual property as a 
tool for economic, social, and cultural devel-
opment; 

(2) congratulates the World Intellectual 
Property Organization for building aware-
ness of the value of intellectual property and 
developing the necessary infrastructure to 
help citizens take full advantage of their 
own creativity; 

(3) applauds the ongoing contributions of 
human creativity and intellectual property 
to growth and innovation and for the key 
role they play in promoting and ensuring a 
brighter and stronger future for the Nation; 
and 

(4) recognizes that intellectual property 
continues to face serious, new challenges, 
which affect prospects for future growth of 
the United States economy. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
WEXLER) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on House Resolution 210, currently 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of House 
Resolution 210 is to congratulate the 
World Intellectual Property Organiza-
tion, commonly referred to as WIPO, 
for its work and to support the goals of 
World Intellectual Property Day, 
which include teaching the importance 
of intellectual property as a tool for 
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economic, social, and cultural develop-
ment. 

WIPO is considered the most impor-
tant international organization for the 
promotion of intellectual property. 

Among its other responsibilities, 
WIPO administers those treaties 
known as the Berne and the Paris con-
ventions to protect intellectual prop-
erty globally. The United States is a 
WIPO member. 

Five years ago, WIPO member states 
celebrated the founding of the organi-
zation by establishing World Intellec-
tual Property Day. April 26, 1970, is the 
date on which the convention that cre-
ated WIPO took effect. 

House Resolution 210 commemorates 
the achievements of WIPO and its des-
ignation of April 26, 2005, as World In-
tellectual Property Day for the current 
year. 

I support the resolution and urge 
other Members to do so as well. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. WEXLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself as much time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
support of House Resolution 210. First, 
I would like to thank the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Chairman SENSEN-
BRENNER) for his graciousness and the 
degree of support that he has lent to 
this bill. 

I want to extend a very special thank 
you to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
SMITH), the chairman of the sub-
committee, without whom we would 
not have had the energy and the direc-
tion to be here today. 

I also want to thank the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and the 
gentleman from California (Mr. BER-
MAN) for their leadership, as well as the 
three other Chairs of the Intellectual 
Property Caucus, the gentlewoman 
from California (Mrs. BONO), the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FEENEY), and 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
SMITH), who have joined with me in 
sponsoring House Resolution 210. 

This important resolution commemo-
rates World Intellectual Property Day, 
which is April 26, 2005. On April 26, 1970, 
the United Nations established the 
World Intellectual Property Organiza-
tion, WIPO, which is one of the 16 spe-
cialized agencies of the United Nations 
system of organizations. WIPO focuses 
solely on promoting the use and pro-
tection of patents, trademarks, and 
copyrights internationally. As part of 
their important advocacy and public 
awareness campaign, WIPO created 
World Intellectual Property Day, and 
it is celebrated each year on the anni-
versary of WIPO’s creation, April 26. 

World Intellectual Property Day 
brings attention to the importance of 
intellectual property in the world econ-
omy and celebrates the contribution 
made by innovators and artists to the 
development and growth of societies 
across the globe. While most Members 
of the Congress have had the oppor-
tunity to see firsthand the importance 

of intellectual property to artists and 
businesses in our respective districts, 
World Intellectual Property Day serves 
as a helpful reminder to us and as an 
educational tool for those who may not 
realize how vital intellectual property 
is to our economic prosperity. 

From artistic works to life-saving 
medicines to revolutionary inventions, 
intellectual property enriches, en-
hances, and informs our lives. In spite 
of the tremendous importance of intel-
lectual property, many Americans are 
unaware that the entertainment they 
enjoy and the technology they use to 
get their work done would not exist if 
not for the protections our Founding 
Fathers placed in the Constitution and 
the value our society has continued to 
place on these vital, yet intangible, 
contributions. 

World Intellectual Property Day is 
focused this year on bringing intellec-
tual property to young people around 
the globe. Through it, we can reach out 
to young people about the importance 
of intellectual property and to increase 
understanding of how protecting IP 
rights helps to foster creativity and in-
vention. America is an unsurpassed 
leader in imagination and innovation, 
and it will be up to our children and 
through the efforts of groups like the 
World Intellectual Property Organiza-
tion of the U.N. to continue this strong 
tradition. 

House Resolution 210 will help bring 
attention to World Intellectual Prop-
erty Day and to the tremendous value 
of intellectual property, and I hope 
that all of our colleagues will join us in 
support of this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the remain-
der of my time. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
first of all, I would like to thank the 
gentleman from Wisconsin, the chair-
man of the Committee on the Judici-
ary, for yielding me time. 

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. WEXLER), my 
friend, for his generous comments and 
especially for taking the initiative on 
this resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I am an original cospon-
sor of this resolution which supports 
World Intellectual Property Day and 
applauds the work of the World Intel-
lectual Property Organization, WIPO. 

WIPO is the leading intellectual 
property organization that works glob-
ally to promote intellectual property. 
Its mission is to promote the use and 
protection of works of the human spir-
it. 

The organization administers 23 in-
tellectual property treaties and works 
to educate member countries about the 
importance of intellectual property. 

In the United States, the intellectual 
property industries drive our economy. 
Whether it is the creative industries 
that produce music and movies or high-
tech companies that produce software 
and research, nanotechnology, innova-
tion keeps America competitive. 

The United States is a member of 
WIPO. In order to safeguard our inven-
tors and innovators, we must not only 
enact strong intellectual property laws 
in the U.S. but also must make sure 
our products are protected abroad. 
WIPO works to do just that. 

April 26 was established by WIPO 5 
years ago as World Intellectual Prop-
erty Day. H. Res. 210 applauds WIPO 
for its work and commemorates April 
26, 2005, as World Intellectual Property 
Day. 

This resolution is an appropriate way 
to call attention to such a worthy or-
ganization, and I encourage my col-
leagues to support it. Once again, I 
would like to thank the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. WEXLER) for his 
sponsoring of this resolution.

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of H. Res. 210, a resolution acknowl-
edging the importance of intellectual property 
in the United States and throughout the world. 
I thank Mr. WEXLER for introducing this impor-
tant legislation. 

Prior to my election to Congress, I spent 
over twenty years in the consumer electronic 
industry. I know firsthand the importance of al-
lowing an individual or company to reasonably 
protect their creative works. If it were not for 
this ability to prevent others from infringing 
upon a creator’s ideas, the United States 
would not be the engine of economic growth 
that it is today. 

World Intellectual Property Day was estab-
lished in recognition of these principles. The 
goals of this Day are simple—to promote, in-
form, and teach the importance of intellectual 
property. Through my travels abroad, I have 
come to realize that not all entities around the 
globe, public or private, respect intellectual 
property rights to the same degree. For exam-
ple, we still face increasing amounts of piracy 
of copyrighted works and counterfeiting of pat-
ented medications. Put plainly, the incentive to 
create stems in great part from the desire to 
do so exclusively. Ensuring the continuation of 
intellectual property rights in the United States 
and throughout the world will only serve to 
bring more high quality and safe products con-
sumers want to the market. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
SENSENBRENNER) that the House sus-
pend the rules and agree to the resolu-
tion, H. Res. 210. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds of 
those present have voted in the affirm-
ative. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, on that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the 
Chair’s prior announcement, further 
proceedings on this motion will be 
postponed. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
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remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 748, the bill to be consid-
ered shortly. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
f 

CHILD INTERSTATE ABORTION 
NOTIFICATION ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PORTMAN). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 236 and rule XVIII, the Chair de-
clares the House in the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill, 
H.R. 748. 

The Chair designates the gentleman 
from Nebraska (Mr. TERRY) as chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole, 
and requests the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. FOLEY) to assume the chair 
temporarily. 

b 1556 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 748) to 
amend title 18, United States Code, to 
prevent the transportation of minors in 
circumvention of certain laws relating 
to abortion, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. FOLEY (Acting Chairman) in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 

the rule, the bill is considered as hav-
ing been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER). 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 748, the Child Interstate Abortion 
Notification Act. Laws that require pa-
rental notification before an abortion 
can be obtained by a minor are over-
whelmingly supported by the American 
people. 

As recently as March 2005, 75 percent 
of over 1,500 registered voters surveyed 
favored requiring parental notification 
before a minor could get an abortion. 
In fact, the 2004 Democratic nominee 
for President said on ‘‘Meet the Press’’ 
this year, ‘‘I am for parental notifica-
tion.’’ 

Across the country, medical per-
sonnel and others must obtain parental 
consent before performing routine 
medical services such as providing as-
pirin or including children in certain 
activities such as field trips and con-
tact sports. 

Yet, today, people other than parents 
can secretly take children across State 
lines in violation of parental notifica-
tion laws for abortion without their 
parents even knowing about it. 

Introduced by the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN), the Child 

Interstate Abortion Notification Act, 
or CIANA for short, will protect the 
health and physical safety of young 
girls and protect fundamental parental 
rights. This legislation contains two 
central provisions, each of which cre-
ates a new Federal crime subject to 
$100,000 fine or 1 year in jail or both. 

The first section of the bill makes it 
a Federal crime to transport a minor 
across State lines in order to cir-
cumvent a State law requiring parental 
involvement in the minor’s abortion 
decision. Twenty-three States cur-
rently have such parental involvement 
laws. The purpose of this section is to 
prevent people, including abusive boy-
friends and older men who may have 
committed rape, from pressuring young 
girls into receiving a secret out-of-
State abortion that keeps the abuser’s 
sexual crimes hidden from that minor’s 
parents or law enforcement authori-
ties. 

The first section of the bill does not 
apply to a minor seeking the abortion 
themselves or to their parents.

b 1600 

It also does not apply in life-threat-
ening emergencies that may require 
that an abortion be provided imme-
diately. 

The second section of CIANA applies 
to cases in which a minor who is a resi-
dent of one State presents herself for 
an abortion in another State that does 
not have a parental involvement law. 
In those circumstances, the bill re-
quires the abortion provider to give 
one of the minor’s parents, or a legal 
guardian, notice of the minor’s abor-
tion decision before the abortion is per-
formed. The purpose of this section is 
to protect the fundamental right of 
parents to be involved in a minor’s de-
cision to undergo a potentially dan-
gerous medical procedure. A parent 
will be familiar with their daughter’s 
medical history and able to give that 
information to a health care provider 
to ensure that she receives safe med-
ical care and necessary follow-up treat-
ment. 

This section of the bill does not apply 
where the abortion provider is pre-
sented with court papers showing that 
the parental involvement law in effect 
in the minor’s State of residence has 
been complied with. It also does not 
apply where the minor states that she 
has been the victim of abuse by a par-
ent and the abortion provider informs 
the appropriate State authorities of 
such abuse. Furthermore, it does not 
apply where a life-threatening emer-
gency may require that an abortion be 
provided immediately. 

The need for this section was pro-
vided by Marcia Carroll, who testified 
on behalf of H.R. 748 before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. In her testi-
mony, Mrs. Carroll described how her 
daughter, without Mrs. Carroll’s 
knowledge, was pressured by her boy-
friend’s stepfather to cross State lines 
to have an abortion she did not want 
and which she now regrets. Mrs. Car-

roll said, ‘‘My daughter does suffer. 
She has gone to counseling for this. I 
just know that she cries and wishes she 
could redo everything, relive that day 
over. She has asked me to come here 
for her sake and for other girls’ safety 
to speak and let you know what was 
happening.’’ 

It is important to note that nothing 
in this legislation prevents a minor 
from obtaining an abortion. CIANA 
simply protects the right of parents to 
be given a chance to help their children 
through difficult times. The Supreme 
Court has described parents’ right to 
control the care of their children as 
‘‘perhaps the oldest of the fundamental 
liberty interests recognized by this 
Court.’’ The Supreme Court has also 
observed that, ‘‘The medical, emo-
tional, and psychological consequences 
of an abortion are serious and can be 
lasting,’’ and that ‘‘it seems unlikely 
that the minor will obtain adequate 
counsel and support from the attending 
physician at an abortion clinic where 
abortions for pregnant minors fre-
quently take place.’’ 

The House of Representatives has 
passed similar legislation by over 100-
vote margins in recent Congresses, and 
I urge all my colleagues to again sup-
port this legislation, which is so vital 
to parental rights and to the health 
and safety of America’s minor daugh-
ters. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 4 minutes. 

(Mr. CONYERS asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, ladies 
and gentlemen of the House, we have, 
this afternoon, a measure on the floor 
that will increase health risks to 
young women who choose to have an 
abortion, is clearly unconstitutional, is 
antifamily and antiphysician, and it 
goes way beyond limiting the travel 
rights of a young woman who would 
want or seek an abortion or forcing a 
physician to provide parental notices. 

This bill is really about stopping any 
woman from crossing a State line to 
obtain an abortion under any condi-
tions and about preventing a doctor 
from performing an abortion at any 
time. It is a tragic bill. It is a mean-
spirited bill. 

If the proponents really wanted to 
allow young women to ever cross a 
State line to obtain an abortion, would 
they pass a law so extreme as to pre-
vent even the woman’s grandparents, 
aunts or uncles, siblings or clergy from 
helping safeguard the woman’s safety? 
Why else would they pass a law that 
criminalizes not only taxi and bus driv-
ers but nurses or any health profes-
sional who even gives a young woman 
directions home? There is only one pos-
sible answer, and that is they want to 
prevent any young woman from being 
able to obtain an abortion, even if she 
is raped, or even if she is too afraid of 
her parents to confide in them. 
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If the proponents of the bill really 

wanted to permit doctors to conduct 
abortions on young women under the 
proper circumstances, why would they 
force the doctors to travel in person 
across State lines to give actual writ-
ten notice to parents? Why else would 
they fail to define what constitutes 
reasonable effort by a physician? Why 
else would they impose this burden-
some requirement, even if a parent 
brought his or her child to the doctor’s 
office to obtain this medical proce-
dure? 

So if the proponents really cared 
whether the bill complied with the 
Constitution, they would add a health 
exception that has been frequently 
enumerated by the Supreme Court in 
Stenberg versus Cahart; they would 
provide for a judicial bypass, as is man-
dated in Hodgson versus Minnesota. 
Yet the proponents continue to ignore 
the letter of the law and then act sur-
prised and complain about activist 
judges when the Court merely does its 
duty and strikes down blatant uncon-
stitutional proposals like the one be-
fore us today. 

Unfortunately, this legislation con-
stitutes yet another in a long line of 
shortsighted efforts to politicize tragic 
family dilemmas that does nothing to 
respond to the underlying problems of 
teen pregnancies, dysfunctional fami-
lies, and child abuse. We in Congress 
should not be in the business of telling 
young women facing a terrible situa-
tion who they must confide in and that 
the Constitution does not apply to 
them. 

Please listen carefully and reject this 
unwarranted piece of legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT), the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on the 
Constitution. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and I rise in strong support of 
H.R. 748, the Child Interstate Abortion 
Notification Act, CIANA, which was in-
troduced by my colleague, the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Florida 
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN). I would also like 
to thank our chairman, the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), 
for his leadership on this bill as well. 

CIANA’s predecessor, the Child Cus-
tody Protection Act, received broad 
support, passing this House by over 100-
vote margins on three separate occa-
sions, including the 105th, the 106th, 
and the 107th Congresses. H.R. 748, in-
troduced this session, was favorably re-
ported out of the Subcommittee on the 
Constitution on March 17 and out of 
the full Committee on the Judiciary on 
April 13 of this year. 

Passing CIANA is critical to both 
protecting our minors as well as pre-
serving the opportunity for parents to 
be involved in their children’s deci-
sions. The first section of CIANA, as 
our chairman mentioned, would make 

it a Federal crime to transport a minor 
across State lines to obtain an abor-
tion in another State in circumvention 
of a State’s parental notification law. 

The primary purpose of the first sec-
tion is to prevent people, including 
abusive boyfriends and older men, and 
oftentimes we have seen people in their 
twenties and we have seen girls 15, 16, 
17 years of age here, so oftentimes it is 
statutory rape, from pressuring these 
young girls into circumventing their 
State’s parental involvement laws by 
receiving secret out-of-State abortions, 
unknown to their parents. The parents 
are the ones that ought to be involved 
in making these oftentimes life-alter-
ing decisions, not some abusive boy-
friend, not some older man whose in-
terests are to protect himself and per-
haps to do away with the evidence. He 
does not have that girl’s best interests 
in mind. The parents are the ones that 
ought to be involved in making this de-
cision. 

CIANA recognizes certain exemptions 
to the act’s requirements, including in-
stances in which a life-threatening 
emergency may require an abortion be 
provided immediately; instances in 
which the abortion provider is pre-
sented with court papers showing that 
the parental involvement law in effect 
in the minor’s home State has been 
complied with; and instances in which 
the minor states that she has been the 
victim of abuse by a parent and the 
abortion provider informs the appro-
priate State authorities of such abuse 
so that it can be prevented. 

The statistics show that approxi-
mately 80 percent of the public favors 
parental notification laws, and as re-
cently as last month, 75 percent of 1,500 
registered voters favored requiring pa-
rental notification before a minor 
could get an abortion, with only 18 per-
cent opposing parental notification. 

Forty-four States have enacted some 
form of parental involvement statute. 
Twenty-three of these States enforce 
statutes that require the consent or 
notification of at least one parent or 
court authorization before a young girl 
can obtain an abortion, including my 
State, the State of Ohio. Such laws re-
flect the widespread agreement that 
the parents of a pregnant minor are 
best suited to provide counsel and guid-
ance and support as the girl decides 
whether to continue her pregnancy or 
to undergo an abortion. 

The Subcommittee on the Constitu-
tion heard firsthand about this life-al-
tering procedure, as our chairman men-
tioned. We had the mother of a young 
girl. This young girl was essentially 
pressured by the boyfriend and the boy-
friend’s parents. This young girl’s par-
ents thought they were sending her to 
school; she was then taken out of 
State, from Pennsylvania into New 
Jersey, where an abortion was per-
formed on her. The parents and the 
boyfriend, they went out and had lunch 
while she is undergoing this abortion. 

This girl did not want to go through 
with it to begin with. They pressured 

her, and when she got there, she said 
she did not want to go through with it. 
That was the evidence in the com-
mittee. She was told by them if you do 
not go through with this, you do not 
have a way to get back home. So she 
would have been stuck there. The 
mother found out about this, and the 
daughter, she said, still cries about 
this constantly; that she wishes she 
could go back and undo what happened 
to her, but obviously it is too late. 

The parents should have been enti-
tled to have been involved in this proc-
ess, but, unfortunately, too often that 
is not the case if they are being pres-
sured by the boyfriend or some abusive 
adult. Parents such as Mrs. Carroll 
should be given the chance to be in-
volved in these life-altering decisions. 
Confused and frightened young girls 
who find themselves in these situations 
are routinely influenced and assisted 
by adults in obtaining abortions and 
are encouraged to avoid parental in-
volvement by crossing State lines. 

These girls are often guided by those 
who do not share the love and affection 
that the parents do. It should be the 
parents involved. Parental involve-
ment is critical. I strongly urge my 
colleagues to support this legislation.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased now to yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. NAD-
LER), the ranking member of the Sub-
committee on the Constitution, who 
has worked with great diligence on this 
subject across the years. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time, and first let me begin by noting 
that the case just alluded to by the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT), 
that in the case where a young woman 
was held coercively, was threatened if 
she did not go through with an abor-
tion she would not be able to get home, 
would seem to violate the laws against 
kidnapping and half a dozen other 
criminal laws. If those people were not 
prosecuted, it is the district attorney’s 
fault. We do not need this bill to deal 
with a situation like that. 

Mr. Chairman, we consider today leg-
islation that is at once another fla-
grant violation of the Constitution and 
an assault on the health and well-being 
of young women and their health care 
providers. Some States have chosen to 
enact parental notification and consent 
laws. Some, like mine, have considered 
this issue and decided such laws are 
not good for the welfare of young 
women and have declined to enact 
them. This bill would use Federal au-
thority to impose the restrictive laws 
of one State on abortions performed in 
another State. It would, in effect, 
make a young girl carry the law of her 
State on her back wherever she goes. 

Mr. Chairman, I know of no law that 
has attempted to do this kind of thing 
since the Fugitive Slave Act of the 
1850s. This bill would make criminals 
of grandparents, boyfriends, brothers, 
sisters, and clergymen and women who 
try to help a young woman, a young 
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woman who had a fear or alienation 
and thinks she cannot confide in her 
parents. 

It would even apply to a case such as 
that of a 13-year-old from Idaho, Spring 
Adams, who was shot to death by her 
father after he found out that she 
planned to terminate a pregnancy, a 
pregnancy he caused by his act of in-
cest. Under this bill, he would have the 
parental notification or veto right. 

This bill is radically different from 
previous versions. If you voted for this 
bill in the past, look again. It would 
now, for the first time, jail doctors. It 
would now, for the first time, require 
doctors to know the laws of all 50 
States. It would now, for the first time, 
require a doctor to fly to the young 
woman’s home State and ring her par-
ents’ doorbell before treating her. Even 
if the young girl’s State of residence 
and the doctor’s State have both de-
cided not to enact parental notification 
or consent laws, this bill would impose 
a new Federal parental notification law 
that is more Draconian than the laws 
of most States.

b 1615 

This bill imposes a 24-hour waiting 
period and does not waive that require-
ment even if the parents accompany 
the young woman to the abortion doc-
tor and even if a delay would threaten 
her health. That is not only unconsti-
tutional; it is immoral. Congress 
should not be tempted to play doctor. 
It is always bad medicine for women. 

In an ideal world, loving, supportive 
and understanding families would join 
together to face these challenges. That 
is what happens in the majority of 
cases, law or no law; but we do not live 
in a perfect world. Some parents are 
violent; some parents are rapists. Some 
young people can turn only to their 
clergy, to a grandparent, a brother, a 
sister, or some other trusted adult. We 
should not turn these people into 
criminals simply because they are try-
ing to help a young woman in a dif-
ficult or dire situation. 

This bill is the wrong way to deal 
with a very real problem. It does not 
provide exceptions to protect the 
young woman’s health. It does not pro-
vide exceptions where a parent has 
raped a young woman. It even allows 
the rapist to sue the clergyman or the 
doctor who tries to help the doctor deal 
with the effects of the rape committed 
by the rapist. It allows the rapist to 
sue the doctor and gain from his crime. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
legislation on both constitutional and 
policy grounds. If only for the sake of 
humanity, I urge Members to join in 
providing the needed flexibility for the 
most difficult real-world cases involv-
ing the lives of real young women. We 
owe them at least that much. 

We also owe the States the respect to 
note that some of them have passed 
such laws, some have not. Why should 
we impose these laws in States that 
have not done it? Why should we tell 
someone in one State because you 

came from another State, you are sub-
ject to the laws of that State wherever 
you go. We do not do that in this coun-
try generally. We are supposed to be a 
Federal Republic, although increas-
ingly in this House we seem to forget 
that. I urge rejection of this bill. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN), the author of the bill. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Chairman, 
I would like to commend the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Chairman SEN-
SENBRENNER) for his critical leadership 
on this bill, as well as the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) for his help 
throughout this process. 

As a mother of two teenage daugh-
ters, I, like so many Americans, believe 
that we as parents have a right to 
know what is going on in our daugh-
ters’ lives, especially with regard to a 
potentially life-threatening medical 
procedure. And my bill, the Child 
Interstate Abortion Notification Act, 
CIANA, will incorporate all of the pro-
visions previously contained in the 
Child Custody Protection Act making 
it a Federal offense to transport a 
minor across State lines in order to 
circumvent that State’s abortion pa-
rental notification laws. 

In addition, the bill will require in a 
State without a parent notification re-
quirement, abortion providers are re-
quired to notify a parent. It will pro-
tect minors from exploitation from the 
abortion industry. It will promote 
strong family ties, and it will help fos-
ter respect for State laws. 

This legislation will put an end to 
the abortion clinics and family plan-
ning organizations that exploit young, 
vulnerable girls by luring them to 
recklessly disobey State laws. This leg-
islation has had the support of the 
overwhelming majority of Members 
who have voted in favor of a similar, 
but not identical, bill in not only 1998 
and in 1999 but also in 2002. Today, 
CIANA has 129 cosponsors. The people 
have spoken in the past, and so have 
their representatives. 

I am extremely hopeful that this 
Congress will pass this common-place 
and commonsense legislation. I hope it 
will pass the House and the Senate, and 
the President has said he will sign the 
bill into law. I encourage my col-
leagues to vote in favor of this legisla-
tion and reject weakening amendments 
that seek to put loopholes in this bill.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WATERS), a member of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong opposition to what I think is an 
outrageous piece of legislation that is 
going to harm women and make crimi-
nals out of innocent individuals and 
even grandmothers who seek to help 
their granddaughters travel across 
State lines in order to end their preg-
nancy. 

Mr. Chairman, we worked very hard 
in the Committee on the Judiciary to 

try and make sense out of this bill. 
Those of us who oppose this legislation 
thought for one minute that perhaps 
our colleagues would have enough hu-
manity to recognize that there ought 
to be some exceptions to this bad bill. 
One that I dealt with had to do with in-
cest. 

Can Members imagine that a young 
girl has been raped or abused by a fa-
ther, and now she has to go to him to 
ask him for permission to have an 
abortion; but beyond that, permission 
to travel out of the State to another 
State where the laws are different and 
would allow for abortion, perhaps with-
out a bypass procedure? 

It is inconceivable to me that we 
would have been denied this kind of an 
amendment. It is inconceivable to me 
that my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle would think that they should 
not only force a young girl who is the 
victim of incest to go to the perpe-
trator, maybe the father or the relative 
to ask them for permission, they even 
create penalties for anyone that would 
assist the young girl in traveling 
across State lines. This is absolutely 
outrageous and unreasonable. 

Young women in this country in-
creasingly are confronted with far too 
many traumatic situations. We have 
sexual predators out there, many in 
the headlines today. We have more and 
more cases of incest that we are learn-
ing about, and at the same time we 
would make life more difficult for 
someone who is the victim of incest. I 
would ask my colleagues to reject this 
legislation. It is absolutely unreason-
able. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Ms. 
FOXX). 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Chair-
man SENSENBRENNER) for yielding me 
this time to speak on this important 
issue. 

I rise today to urge my colleagues to 
support H.R. 748, the Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act. This impor-
tant piece of legislation will make it a 
Federal crime to transport a minor 
across State lines to obtain an abor-
tion in another State. 

Unfortunately, only about half our 
States currently have parental notifi-
cation or consent laws in effect, and all 
too often these laws are circumvented 
by those wishing to take minors to 
other States that do not have parental 
notification requirements. This often 
happens under heavy pressure from 
older boyfriends or at the urging of 
abortion providers. 

In order to protect the welfare of 
young women and the rights of their 
parents, Congress has a duty to regu-
late this interstate activity. Further-
more, those who manipulate and abuse 
young, vulnerable, pregnant women 
should be punished. This must include 
irresponsible abortionists who perform 
abortions on young women from other 
States. As Federal lawmakers, we also 
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have an obligation to protect the 
rights of the States. Unfortunately, 
when it comes to abortion, these State 
laws are being trampled on at the ex-
pense of vulnerable young women and 
their families. 

Life does begin at conception and is 
sacred. We should do all we can to pro-
tect life. This includes empowering the 
States that have parental notification 
laws to enforce them. Abortionists 
should not be rewarded for opening 
their businesses to new markets in 
other States. The health and well-being 
of these young women is at risk. 

I am optimistic about the future of 
this legislation because of the tenacity 
of the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN), the 129 cosponsors of 
the bill, the support the Committee on 
the Judiciary and the chairman of the 
committee, and our leadership in the 
House. Life is a gift from God delivered 
at conception. It must be protected and 
cherished at that point forward. I am 
happy and honored to be here to cele-
brate another great stride towards that 
goal.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ) who 
has worked tirelessly on the committee 
on this subject matter. 

Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong opposition to the Child Inter-
state Abortion Notification Act. This 
is simply another example of anti-
woman and anti-choice legislation that 
jeopardizes a young woman’s health 
and is at odds with the United States 
Constitution. 

This bill will leave young girls like 
Spring Adams completely unprotected. 
Spring was a 13-year-old sixth grade 
student from Idaho who became preg-
nant as a result of her father’s shame-
ful actions. When Spring’s father be-
came aware that she planned to termi-
nate the pregnancy, he shot and killed 
her. If H.R. 748 were law, girls in 
Spring’s tragic circumstances would be 
more vulnerable to harm since young 
women will be forced to notify the 
same parent that sexually abuses them 
of their plan to seek medical care. Is 
that the dangerous situation we want 
to put an abused girl in? 

What is worse is that H.R. 748 does 
not contain a health exception which is 
dangerous to a young woman’s health. 
Under this bill, doctors will be guilty 
of a crime if they do not wait 24 hours 
before performing an abortion, a med-
ical procedure, on a young girl even if 
the girl is at risk for serious injury. 
This means that in some circumstances 
conscientious doctors must sit on their 
hands and wait for 24 hours as young 
female patients suffer from complica-
tions and risk permanent injury. 

Mr. Chairman, 24-hour delays are not 
always an option when a young girl is 
pregnant and experiencing medical 
complications. And if these victimized 
girls ask a caring grandparent or aunt 
to drive them to another State for an 
abortion, even if the girl is at risk for 

serious injury or has been sexually 
abused by a parent, their family mem-
bers will be guilty of a crime and may 
wind up in prison. 

That is a heavy price to pay for try-
ing to help and protect a loved one. 
Doctors and grandparents should not 
have to make the unthinkable choice 
between protecting a patient or grand-
daughter from serious physical injury 
and going to jail. This bill forces them 
to make that impossible choice. For 
this reason, I urge every Member of 
this body to stand up for women’s 
health, stand up for the U.S. Constitu-
tion, and vote ‘‘no’’ on this bill. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. GINNY 
BROWN-WAITE). 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Flor-
ida. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in sup-
port of the Child Interstate Abortion 
Notification Act. While many States 
require parental notification or con-
sent before an abortion procedure, oth-
ers do not. The gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) introduced 
this bill to prohibit the transportation 
of a minor across State lines in order 
to obtain an abortion. 

As we have all heard in the discus-
sion today, there are no Federal paren-
tal notification laws and not every 
State operates under the same rules. 
There are some States that do not re-
quire a parental consent form or notifi-
cation, or their laws may be tied up in 
a court challenge, as was the case in 
Florida; but the voters voted over-
whelmingly to have parental notifica-
tion. When a minor is transported 
across State lines to evade these State 
laws, the rights of parents have been 
violated. 

I only have daughters. I have three 
daughters and certainly any parent re-
alizes that their children cannot have 
such a minor thing as a tattoo or a 
body piercing or even receive vaccines 
in school without their consent. Is it 
asking too much that our children re-
ceive parental consent before they un-
dergo an out-of-state and serious med-
ical procedure, all without their par-
ents’ consent? Can you imagine learn-
ing that your daughter was transported 
across State lines because she thought 
it was her only option? That is just 
plain wrong. 

Mr. Chairman, we must support the 
Child Interstate Abortion Notification 
Act today. Certainly Congress does not 
want to condone nonparents trans-
porting young women across State 
lines for the purpose of evading the pa-
rental involvement laws in the girl’s 
home State. To me that is a dangerous 
and unconscionable precedent to set. 
Across the country, officials must ob-
tain parental consent before per-
forming even routine medical proce-
dures. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ). 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. 
Chairman, the sponsor of this legisla-

tion, the gentlewoman from Florida 
(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN), is my colleague 
and friend; but on this issue I must re-
spectfully disagree with her. 

I know that most of my colleagues 
believe teens should communicate with 
their parents and guardians when faced 
with difficult and terrifying choices. 
Unfortunately, that does not always 
happen; and in some cases where abuse 
and neglect are involved, we cannot 
force it to happen. In every community 
in every congressional district, wheth-
er red or blue, the sad truth is that 
there are unspeakable acts perpetrated 
against young girls by relatives that 
result in pregnancy, and this legisla-
tion does nothing to protect them. 

In a perfect world, there would be no 
heinous acts against children. In a per-
fect world, no woman would become 
pregnant until she was spiritually, 
physically, and emotionally prepared 
to love and care for a child.

b 1630 

Just over a month ago, I stood on the 
floor of this House because I firmly be-
lieved that politicians have no right to 
meddle in personal and private affairs 
of medical decisions. As recent actions 
and events have reflected, leaders in 
this Congress across the country are 
seeking more ways to violate the Na-
tion’s laws and our personal freedoms 
in order to impose their will on Amer-
ican families. This is not the role of 
Congress, nor should it be. This legisla-
tion includes no provision for a teen-
ager who fears turning to her parents 
because the pregnancy may be the re-
sult of an act of rape or incest. It is 
wrong and we must stop it. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Alabama (Mr. ADERHOLT). 

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today to voice my strong support 
for H.R. 748. And I thank the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary for allowing 
Members to speak on this bill and also 
particularly the gentlewoman from 
Florida, who brought this legislation 
to the floor and who has worked on this 
legislation to get it through. 

Needless to say, this bill is some-
thing that many of us feel very strong-
ly about, that will protect our daugh-
ters of minor age from those who would 
seek to harm them or that would inter-
fere with that parental/child relation-
ship. 

In my State, for example, Alabama, 
we have a one-parent consent or judi-
cial bypass law that is currently on the 
books. Three of the States that border 
Alabama, Georgia, Tennessee, and Mis-
sissippi, have laws that are at least as 
stringent as those in Alabama. The 
fourth State, Florida, currently has no 
parental involvement statute in effect, 
which in essence means that minor 
children from Alabama can be taken 
into Florida to have an abortion with 
no parental involvement. 

I in no way believe that this legisla-
tion punishes young women. It was put 
there to protect them. Therefore, I 
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would urge my colleagues to vote in 
support of this important legislation. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Mrs. MALONEY). 

Mrs. MALONEY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding me 
this time. I applaud his leadership. 

And I would like to be associated 
with the comments of the Members of 
minority in their comments strongly 
against this bill. It is not about pro-
tecting children. It is merely a part of 
the majority’s agenda to please anti-
choice extremists. If the majority were 
truly concerned about children, then 
this bill would not be so extreme, so 
complex, and so unconstitutional. It 
provides no exception for the health of 
the mother, as required by the Su-
preme Court. It does not always pro-
vide an option for judicial bypass, 
which is also required by the Supreme 
Court. And it violates States rights by 
forcing the laws of one State on to an-
other. 

What this bill is really about is the 
majority war with our courts. The ma-
jority knows that this bill is unconsti-
tutional, but they do not care. And 
when the first court determines that it 
is unconstitutional, the majority will 
blame the judges, just as they labeled 
them judicial activists, as they did in 
the Terri Schiavo case, and just as 
they did in the partial birth abortion 
case. Believe me, when the judges 
make their decision, it will be based on 
volumes and volumes of case precedent 
that sets the standard of constitu-
tionality and not on a political agenda. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-

man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. DAVIS). 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, as a father with four daughters, 
the safety and well-being of young 
women are among my absolute prior-
ities. The Child Interstate Abortion 
Notification Act is not a bill that af-
fects a minor’s right to have an abor-
tion. It is a bill that protects young 
women from being pressured into hav-
ing an abortion. The legislation re-
quires that abortion providers provide 
24-hour notice to one of the minor’s 
parents or legal guardians before the 
procedure is performed. Abortion is al-
ready taking one life. We have a duty 
to protect the lives of the young girls 
forced to have these procedures. 

Kentucky is among the Common-
wealths and States that have parental 
involvement laws for minors seeking 
an abortion. An overwhelming major-
ity of Americans support these laws, 
and parents, unlike those taking a 
young girl over State lines for the pro-
cedures, have the girl’s best interests 
at heart. The decision to end the life of 
an unborn child is not one that should 
be made by a frightened young girl 
forced into a clinic. 

Too often the men transporting the 
girls are either abusive boyfriends or 
men who have committed rape and are 
trying to dispose of the evidence. These 

predators should not be given the op-
portunity to circumvent State law and 
circumvent a girl’s parents. 

The House has passed legislation 
similar to this in the past, and we find 
ourselves here again supporting a bill 
that will protect young women. Offi-
cials must obtain parental notification 
before dispensing aspirin to minors and 
before taking students on field trips. 
States require written parental con-
sent before a minor can get a tattoo or 
body piercing. But our current laws 
allow a young girl to be taken across 
the State lines for an abortion without 
notifying her parents. This is des-
picable. It is dangerous. And it should 
be stopped. 

I urge my colleagues to join me to 
pass the Child Interstate Abortion No-
tification Act so that we can protect 
young girls and involve their parents 
or legal guardians in decisions of life or 
death. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from Wis-
consin (Ms. BALDWIN), a distinguished 
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

Ms. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong opposition to H.R. 748. 

This bill is yet another example of 
government intrusion into the most 
private of family decisions, and it once 
again criminalizes the actions of doc-
tors who seek to provide women with 
confidential reproductive health care 
services. 

Mr. Chairman, in a perfect world 
every child would be able to turn to 
their parents for guidance. In a perfect 
world, every parent would have their 
child’s best interests in mind. In a per-
fect world, every parent would create a 
safe and loving home where their teens 
could talk openly about important de-
cisions. 

But, Mr. Chairman, we do not live in 
a perfect world. And mandatory paren-
tal notification and consent laws like 
the one before us harm exactly those 
people whom our laws should be look-
ing out for, those who cannot turn to 
their parents for guidance. These 
young women who feel they cannot 
turn to their parents often enlist the 
help of a grandparent or an aunt or a 
trusted family friend. H.R. 748 would 
make it a Federal crime for any of 
these people to help the young women 
in need. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this deplorable legislation. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself 30 seconds. 

Mr. Chairman, I have to take issue 
with the gentlewoman from Wisconsin 
(Ms. BALDWIN). She says this bill in-
volves itself in the most personal of 
family decisions. How does it involve 
itself in a family decision when the 
family does not even know about it? 
And what this bill requires is that the 
family at least know about the fact 
that their daughter is being taken 
across a State line in circumvention of 
a State law requiring parental involve-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
FERGUSON). 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
certainly thank the gentlewoman from 
Florida for offering this legislation. I 
commend her, and I am proud to be an 
original cosponsor of this legislation. 

We work so hard in the policies that 
we pass in this body. We work so hard 
in so many ways in this country today 
to try to help families to stay together. 
We try to encourage communication 
between parents and their kids. And 
that is exactly what this legislation is 
designed to do. It is designed to encour-
age parents and their children to have 
more conversations, to be commu-
nicating about some of life’s most dif-
ficult and challenging circumstances 
and decisions that have to be made in 
families today. 

We have young kids in our family, 
and time after time after time, kids 
come home from school with permis-
sion slips. They cannot do anything in 
school today without a permission slip. 
A school trip, being on a bus, partici-
pating in some activity. We cannot do 
anything in schools today, with young 
people today, without getting a permis-
sion slip from their parents. A child 
cannot get an aspirin in school without 
getting permission from their parents. 

Yet with this legislation, we are sim-
ply suggesting and requiring that if 
someone is going to try to take a 
young child, a minor, a young woman, 
a girl, across State lines to evade a law 
that is designed to have parents and 
their children talking and commu-
nicating about some of the toughest 
things that families have to deal with, 
we are talking about an abortion pro-
cedure. We are talking about an 
invasive surgical procedure. It requires 
anesthesia. And we are saying that par-
ents should not necessarily be involved 
in that decision? My gosh, it betrays 
common sense. It betrays norms for de-
cency and common sense. We are talk-
ing about an invasive surgical proce-
dure that requires anesthesia, when we 
require a parent to be notified and to 
give consent for their child to have an 
aspirin or to ride on a bus or to go on 
a school trip; yet saying parents should 
not be involved necessarily when their 
child is going to have an invasive sur-
gical procedure requiring anesthesia 
simply betrays common sense. 

I certainly encourage and urge pas-
sage of this legislation. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentlewoman from 
California (Mrs. DAVIS). 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in opposition to H.R. 
748. 

Let us just pause for a moment and 
think about what it does. Will it pre-
vent unwanted pregnancies that teen-
agers today have, although in smaller 
numbers, at least in California where 
we have had good education? Let us get 
real about it. 

I think it glosses over the complexity 
of real people’s lives and abandons 
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young women at a critical time. Young 
women deserve better than H.R. 748’s 
complicated grid of State laws and in-
timidating legal procedures. 

We cannot mandate healthy commu-
nication where it does not exist. Just 
the opposite, I think, can happen from 
this bill. But we can work together to 
prevent teen pregnancies through edu-
cation, through counseling, through 
access to family planning services. 
Please let us focus on prevention rath-
er than restrictions. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, would 
the Chair inform us as to how much 
time remains on both sides? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) has 14 
minutes left. The gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) has 81⁄2 
minutes left. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

It is very critical that we understand 
whose side everyone is on. The Center 
for Reproductive Rights, the American 
Medical Association, the American 
College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists, who are all opposed to this 
bill, the American College of Physi-
cians, the American Public Health As-
sociation, Planned Parenthood, all 
have longstanding policies opposing 
mandatory parental involvement laws 
because of the dangers they pose to 
young women and the need for con-
fidential access to physicians. 

We have yet to have anyone explain 
why it is that the exception for health 
is not included in this law. So the dan-
gers that are posed to young women in 
H.R. 748 underscore the need for con-
fidential access to physicians. It is ab-
solutely critical that we realize that 
this is about developing more human 
regulations of this very terrible cir-
cumstance. 

Very little has been said on the other 
side about the constitutional concerns 
and the fact that we refuse to recognize 
that the lack of parental notification 
provisions raise at least three serious 
constitutional concerns.

b 1645 

So I urge the Members to consider 
how much more Draconian this law is 
than the previous bills that have been 
on the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHN-
SON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the chairman for 
yielding me this time. I do rise in 
strong opposition to this bill. I am a 
strong supporter of my own State’s law 
requiring parental involvement, but I 
strongly oppose this bill. 

First of all, it is quite different from 
any bill that has appeared before us, 
and it is truly ironic that we should 
have this bill before the House on the 

very same day we are passing a Small 
Business Bill of Rights. One of those 
rights is for small business to be re-
lieved of litigation. 

The majority of physicians in Amer-
ica practice in one, two, or three-man 
practices, which are small businesses. 
But, this bill opens up a new lawsuit 
possibility against them for civil dam-
ages in case they do not notify the par-
ents, and that is plural, of a young per-
son who comes to them for abortion 
services. It requires that the physician 
serve this notification in person. Now, 
what happens if that doctor gets in his 
car, goes and drives and notifies the 
mother, but since he does not know the 
mother and father are estranged, he 
does not notify the father. The father 
then has a right of action against him. 

This is not fair or right. This bill re-
quires physicians to reveal information 
that under HIPAA and all confiden-
tiality laws, they are not allowed to re-
veal. So this puts a burden on physi-
cians that is extraordinary, and they 
are small businesses, and we need to re-
member that. 

Secondly, it puts young people, re-
member, it does not put the teenager of 
a healthy family in jeopardy, it puts 
the teenager of the at-risk family, of 
the family in which there is a lot of 
abuse, in jeopardy. Many of the teen-
agers who become pregnant young are 
pregnant because their fathers impreg-
nated them, or an uncle or a nephew or 
a cousin. These are ugly situations, 
and if they find a grandmother or an 
aunt or a cousin who will substitute for 
a mother who may be the drugee and 
effectively out of their lives, who 
might help them deal with this situa-
tion, and that grandmother does not 
happen to know that she has to comply 
with State notification and all the 
other laws of both States, she will be 
subject to criminal penalties. 

This is a bad bill for the children who 
most need our help.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 additional minutes to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. NADLER), the sub-
committee ranking member. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, we have 
alluded repeatedly in this debate to the 
reasons why this bill is oppressive and 
is wrong, and we have alluded to the 
fact that it is unconstitutional, but we 
have not really gone into that. 

The fact is that under the rulings of 
the Supreme Court, it is not permis-
sible to pass a law which has the effect 
of imposing one State’s legal require-
ments on another State, as this bill 
does. In essence, the bill imposes on 
States and physicians the laws of the 
States that have the most stringent re-
quirements on abortion. Federalism 
dictates that one has the right to be 
treated as a welcome visitor rather 
than an unfriendly alien when tempo-
rarily present in another State, accord-
ing to the privileges and immunities 
clause of the 14th amendment. 

In the Saenz case in 1999, the Su-
preme Court held that a State cannot 
discriminate against a citizen of an-

other State when there is no substan-
tial reason for the discrimination, ex-
cept for the fact that they are a citizen 
of another State. The court specifically 
referred to Doe v. Bolton, the com-
panion case to Roe v. Wade, where it 
said the State cannot limit access to 
its medical care facilities for abortions 
to in-State residents. A State must 
treat all that are seeking medical care 
within that State in an equal manner. 

This bill would, in effect, say that 
there are two legal regimes in a State. 
One is the regime, the system, the set 
of laws that apply to residents of that 
State passed by the State legislature of 
that State. The second law that applies 
applies to people who came from an-
other State, and it is the laws of that 
other State that apply, plus the laws of 
this State. Constitutionally, you can-
not do that. You cannot make, you 
cannot make a young woman carry the 
law of one State on her back wherever 
she goes because she originated in that 
State. 

I said before that Congress has made 
no attempt to use Federal authority to 
impose the laws of one State on an-
other since the Fugitive Slave Act. The 
Fugitive Slave Act, if passed today, 
would clearly be unconstitutional. This 
bill is clearly unconstitutional, as well 
as oppressive. 

It is also wrong because the States 
that have decided not to impose such 
laws on their own citizens should not 
be forced to because we say so. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH).

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the distinguished chair-
man for yielding me this time, and I 
wand to commend him and the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) and the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) for their out-
standing work that they have done, 
and many others, on this very impor-
tant legislation to protect life—espe-
cially the lives of underage teenagers. 

Mr. Chairman, abortion mills in my 
home State of New Jersey go so far as 
to buy ads, especially in the yellow 
pages, to promote abortion for minors 
residing in Pennsylvania, where paren-
tal consent is required for abortion, to 
come to my State, where no parental 
involvement of any kind is needed. The 
marketing of teenage abortions in this 
way, Mr. Chairman, or in any way, for 
that matter, is morally indefensible. 
The abortion industry’s engraved invi-
tation to vulnerable young girls to pro-
cure a secret abortion means it be-
comes more likely and that more abor-
tions will indeed occur. That means, 
Mr. Chairman, more dead babies; that 
means more wounded moms. 

Earlier in this debate, the gentle-
woman from California (Mrs. CAPPS) 
suggested that the Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act somehow 
constituted an ‘‘abandonment’’ of 
minor girls. Well, I thought I had heard 
just about everything one could hear in 
my 25 years in Congress during abor-
tion debates, but to call a bill designed 
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to protect vulnerable teenagers from 
abuse by abortion mills and those who 
would facilitate that abuse ‘‘abandon-
ment’’, is deeply and profoundly trou-
bling. I respectfully submit that ena-
bling secret abortions by underage 
teenagers without parental knowledge 
or consent is, in and of itself, abandon-
ment. To abandon is to forsake, to 
desert, to give up on. Why abandon a 
14-year-old or a 15-year-old or a 16-
year-old to an abortion mill where she 
could be severely hurt and where the 
baby will be killed? Moreover, Mr. 
Chairman, abortion itself, by defini-
tion, is an act of abandonment of a 
baby. 

Let us not kid ourselves. Abortion 
mills do not nurture, they do not heal, 
they do not cure disease; unless you 
construe pregnancy to be a disease, and 
some abortionists do, including Dr. 
Willard Cates, who used to be the head 
of the CDC Abortion Surveillance Unit 
and gave a 1976 speech before Planned 
Parenthood, titled ‘‘Pregnancy: The 
Second Most Prevalent Sexually Trans-
mitted Disease After Gonorrhea.’’ But 
if you do not see pregnancy as a disease 
and the child a tumor or wart, then we 
are talking about abandonment. 

Abortion clinics are in the business, 
and a Member just a few moments ago 
talked about abortion mills as small 
business. It is not just small business; 
this is big business, and abortionists 
make millions of dollars plying their 
lethal trade. But they are in the busi-
ness, I say to my colleagues, of dis-
membering the fragile bodies of unborn 
children with sharp knives and hideous 
suction machines that are 25 to 30 
times more powerful than a vacuum 
cleaner used at home. This is not heal-
ing, this is killing, and it is abandon-
ment. 

I say to my colleagues, no wonder 3 
out of 4 Americans strongly support 
parental notification laws. This bill en-
sures that those State laws are not vio-
lated and young girls and young 
women are protected from abuse and 
abandonment.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
21⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
New York (Mrs. LOWEY). 

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the bill. 

Mr. Chairman, under this legislation, 
we get two crimes for the price of one. 
H.R. 748 would not only make a felon 
out of anyone, a stepparent, grand-
parent, aunt, or member of the clergy 
who accompanies a young woman 
across State lines for an abortion; it 
would make a felon out of any doctor 
who performs an abortion on a minor 
from another State without having 
first obtained parental consent, in per-
son, and abided by a 24-hour waiting 
period. In my judgment, this is a ter-
ribly misguided bill that has the poten-
tial to isolate young people and put 
doctors in the unthinkable position of 
having to decipher State and Federal 
law before practicing good medicine. 

Thankfully, most young women in-
volve their parents in the decision to 

seek an abortion. But, under this legis-
lation, those who feel they cannot turn 
to their parents when facing an unin-
tended pregnancy, and my colleague, 
the gentlewoman from Connecticut 
(Mrs. JOHNSON) talked about the ter-
rible cases of incest where a young 
woman is impregnated by a father or a 
stepfather, they will be forced to fend 
for themselves without any help from a 
responsible adult. Some will seek un-
safe abortions close to home. Others 
will travel to unfamiliar places, ob-
taining abortions by themselves. We 
should encourage the involvement of 
responsible adults in these difficult de-
cisions, not criminalize this compas-
sion. 

Mr. Chairman, every single Member 
of this body knows that we cannot leg-
islate family relationships. Sadly, pa-
rental consent laws do not always force 
young women to talk to their parents. 
In fact, we know that in some cir-
cumstances, these laws, without any 
exemptions, can literally tear families 
apart. 

This bill is not about involving par-
ents in the lives of their daughters, or 
about ensuring that doctors practice 
medicine responsibly or well; in my 
judgment, it represents a lack of com-
passion, empathy, and moral judgment. 
It distracts us from doing things that 
will actually help young people and 
their families make abortion less nec-
essary, teaching and encouraging absti-
nence, fostering safe and healthy rela-
tionships in adolescence. 

I believe this body can do better, and 
I encourage my colleagues to oppose 
this legislation. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. HYDE), my distin-
guished predecessor as chairman of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, the ques-
tion was asked, whose side are we on? 
I am on the side of the family. It seems 
to me the practice of ferreting some 
pregnant girl who is a minor out across 
the State line so that parents will not 
know about it is an assault on the fam-
ily, and I do not know why the family 
should be assaulted as much as it is 
routinely by some elements. Where in 
the world is the humanity in killing an 
unborn child? 

I have listened to this whole debate, 
and not one syllable has emanated 
from the opposition to this bill about 
the real tragedy of abortion: the kill-
ing of an innocent human life. That is 
what abortion is. And you are busy at-
tempting to facilitate abortions. 

The litany of medical societies that 
support abortion is a scandal. At one 
time, abortion was a crime. Now it is a 
constitutional right. But it is wrong, 
and the sad thing is, we have gotten 
used to it. 

This is a good bill and we ought to 
support it. Get on the side of the fam-
ily. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased now to yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ). 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan for yielding 
me this time. 

I want to ask my colleagues to ask 
themselves, what messages are we 
sending to young women and girls 
about what their value is, with no pro-
visions and no exceptions and no safety 
clauses in this bill to protect them 
from abuse? Why could we not have an 
amendment to ensure that protection 
for those young girls?

b 1700 
Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 

to consider all of the unintended con-
sequences and ramifications of passing 
this legislation. But more importantly, 
I ask them to consider the young 
women and girls and families whose 
lives we will be impacting. The result 
of this legislation, sadly, will not be 
more communication between parents 
and their daughters. It will not result 
in fewer minors becoming pregnant. It 
will result in more young girls ending 
their pregnancies themselves, giving 
birth in bathroom stalls and poten-
tially harming their newborns and 
themselves. These and other dire out-
comes are the potential unintended 
consequences of this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to think carefully through the con-
sequences of this legislation. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
proud to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. SOLIS), 
cochair of the Women’s Caucus. 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Chairman, I also rise 
in opposition to H.R. 748, the Child 
Interstate Abortion Notification Act. 
This bill especially concerns me be-
cause it endangers the lives of young 
women who are seeking abortion serv-
ices in emergency circumstances, such 
as rape and incest. 

The travel restrictions in this bill 
make it a Federal crime for any person 
other than a parent to assist a minor 
across State lines to access abortion 
services. 

Unfortunately, this is not inclusive 
of young women who seek help from a 
grandparent or another family member 
when the relationship with the parent 
is either nonexistent or unhealthy. 
This places a burden on young women 
who are unable to seek help from a par-
ent. 

Plus, it is important to realize that 
often women must travel across State 
lines because they do not have repro-
ductive health providers close by. 

The notification requirements also 
place a burden on doctors. Under this 
bill, it would be illegal for a doctor to 
perform an abortion without first noti-
fying a parent. This will not only deter 
doctors from performing such services 
but also endanger the life of a young 
woman who may not be able to consult 
with a parent. This could create a very 
dangerous situation at home. 
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The bill does not provide exemptions 

for critical and dangerous health situa-
tions which endanger a woman’s life. 
The bill endangers the life of young 
women, and I encourage my colleagues 
to vote against the bill. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my pleasure to yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY). 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Chairman, 
this bill imposes a Federal parental no-
tification requirement on the 27 States, 
including my own of Illinois, that ei-
ther have no parental involvement law 
in effect, or require parental involve-
ment but allow flexible alternatives, 
such as allowing an adult family mem-
ber to be notified or give consent. 

Since Illinois has no parental in-
volvement law in effect, the bill will 
impose tough and unrealistic require-
ments to Illinois providers for the first 
time. Under the bill, doctors will be 
asked to comply with other State laws, 
verify the information provided by pa-
tients, and obtain in-person parental 
consents, even if the parents were abu-
sive or guilty of incest. 

To make matters worse, because this 
bill lacks an adequate exception for 
medical emergencies, Illinois doctors 
could be force to withhold needed med-
ical treatment from their patients in 
order to comply with this Federal law. 

Young people from Missouri, Indiana, 
and other neighboring States often 
travel to Illinois for safe abortion care, 
frequently because the nearest abor-
tion provider happens to be located in 
Illinois. Yet this legislation would 
criminalize responsible adults.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
now pleased to yield the remaining 
time to the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado (Ms. DEGETTE), chair of the Pro-
Choice Caucus. 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to this legislation. The 
bill before us is so ludicrous it would be 
laughable if it were not so dangerous. 
The bill is blatantly unconstitutional. 
It is unrealistic, and it is cruel. 

Not since the Fugitive Slave Act has 
there been a law designed to extend in-
dividual State laws beyond their 
boundaries to intrude into the jurisdic-
tion of other States. 

The debate on this bill so far has cen-
tered on what young women should do, 
how families ought to be. And there is 
not any disagreement among us about 
how much we all love our kids. We all 
want the best for our kids, no matter 
what. And when it comes to making 
big decisions, I think we would all 
want our kids to come to us for advice. 
Certainly I would want my 15-year-old 
daughter to come to me first, and I 
think she would. 

And, in fact, the majority of young 
women do involve one or more parents 
when considering an abortion. But, 
sadly, this is not the case for all young 
people in this country. For myriad rea-
sons, many adolescents and young 
adults cannot turn to their parents 
with a problem like this. And in many 

situations, they have a very good rea-
son. For example, what about the vic-
tims of incest? 

Of course teenagers should seek out 
their parents’ advice, but we also need 
to face reality. We need to do what will 
help these desperate kids from making 
a bad situation worse, even to take 
their own lives. 

The government cannot, my friends, 
mandate healthy, open family commu-
nication when it does not exist. The 
bill here will not make families strong-
er, and will put more young women at 
risk. 

Not everybody talks to their parents, 
because they cannot. And so it is these 
young people who most need the advice 
and assistance of a trusted family 
friend, a minister, or a sympathetic 
grandmother. When a young woman 
cannot involve her parents, public poli-
cies and medical professionals need to 
encourage her to involve a trusted 
adult. And if you look at this bill, it 
does just the opposite of that. If it is 
passed into law, these young women 
will have to face this life-altering deci-
sion themselves, alone and without any 
medical help. 

So why do so many major medical as-
sociations, including the AMA, the 
American College of Obstetricians and 
Gynecologists, the American College of 
Physicians, and the American Public 
Health Association, all have long-
standing policies against parental noti-
fication laws? 

Because they are dangerous to these 
young women and they take away the 
need for confidential access to physi-
cians. And so I think the harm to ado-
lescents alone, by denying access to ap-
propriate medical care, is cruel, it is 
against family values, and it makes 
this legislation so dangerous, it so ill 
serves our youth. We need to vote 
against this bill to preserve our fami-
lies. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the remaining time to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I just simply want to come 
to the floor and wish upon my col-
leagues the ability to look at a bill 
that really denies a young person the 
comfort of clergy, of grandparents, and 
the ability to make a fair decision 
about a choice that should be the fam-
ily, the doctor, and the religious lead-
er. 

This parental consent that confuses 
the issue of State laws is going to cost 
lives. I ask my colleagues to consider 
that we want to save lives. We want 
that young person to have someone to 
have comfort. And if their parent is in-
cestuous, if their parent has created in-
cest, then that is not the person for pa-
rental consent.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the legislation be-
fore the House, H.R. 748, the Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act. The provisions con-
tained within this proposal are very inflexible 
and unreasonably punitive. This legislation 
completely eliminates State rights and creates 
a maze of confusion during a troubling time. 

Given the usual slant of my good colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle to favor uni-
formity in legislation, this bill is inconsistent 
with that purpose. Overall, H.R. 748 would 
force physicians to learn and enforce 49 other 
states’ laws with respect to parental-involve-
ment requirements. On its face, one of the 
policies that this bill seeks to enforce, the 
mandate that every parent will receive notice 
and can get involved when their daughter 
faces a crisis pregnancy, is a good one. How-
ever, one of its harmful effects is that it is un-
necessarily punitive. In the absence of laws 
mandating parental involvement, young 
women come to their parents before or while 
they consider abortion. A study found that 61 
percent of parents in states without mandatory 
parental consent or notice laws had knowl-
edge of their daughter’s pregnancy. 

Interestingly enough, a majority of my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle sup-
ported less governmental intrusion in personal 
family matters in the recent case of Terry 
Schiavo (S. 653/H.R. 1332). However, in the 
case of a young girl’s decision to have an 
abortion, the proponents of H.R. 748 seek to 
force family communication even where it 
does not already exist. Excessive govern-
mental intrusion can have detrimental con-
sequences as evidenced in the case of a 13-
year-old sixth grade student from Idaho 
named Spring Adams who was shot to death 
by her father after he learned of her plan to 
terminate a pregnancy caused by his acts of 
incest. 

Some of the major health associations such 
as the American Medical Association, the 
American College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists, the American College of Physicians, 
and the American Public Health Association 
strongly oppose mandatory parental-involve-
ment laws because of the dangers they pose 
to young women and the need for confidential 
access to physicians. This legislation poses 
such a risk by increasing the risk of harm to 
adolescents by obstructing their access to 
healthcare that could save their lives. 

According to an article by Lawrence B. Finer 
and Stanley K. Henshaw, only 13 percent of 
U.S. counties have abortion providers. There-
fore, the fact that many young women seek 
abortions outside of their home state is not 
solely attributable to an avoidance of home 
state law. 

I will offer an amendment with Mr. NADLER 
of New York, #9 that expands the exceptions 
to the prohibitions of this act to include ‘‘con-
duct by clergy, godparents, aunts, uncles, or 
first cousins.’’ This amendment is a very sim-
ple but necessary dampening of the excessive 
punitive nature of this legislation. A young 
woman should not lose her right to seek coun-
sel and guidance from a member of the cler-
gy, her godparent, or the family member enu-
merated in the text of the amendment if she 
so desires. 

The mandatory parental-involvement laws 
already create a draconian framework under 
which a young woman loses many of her civil 
rights. My State, Texas, is one of 23 states 
(AL, AZ, AR, GA, IN, KS, KY, LA, MA, MI, 
MN, MS, MO, NE, ND, PA, RI, SD, TN, UT, 
TX, VA, WY) that follows old provisions of the 
‘‘Child Custody Protection Act’’ which make it 
a federal crime for an adult to accompany a 
minor across state lines for abortion services 
if a woman comes from a state with a strict 
parental-involvement mandate. There are 10 
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states (CO, DE, IA, ME, MD, NC, OH, SC, WI, 
WV) that are ‘‘non-compliant,’’ or require some 
parental notice but other adults may be noti-
fied, may give consent, or the requirement 
may be waived by a health care provider in 
lieu of the parental consent. Finally, there are 
17 states (AK, CA, CT, DC, FL, ID, IL, MT, 
NV, NH, NJ, NM, NY, OK, OR, VT, WA) that 
have no law restricting a woman’s access to 
abortion in this case. 

Given the disparity in state law requirements 
for the parental-notification requirement, not 
giving a young woman the right to seek assist-
ance in deciding from a member of the clergy, 
a godparent, or family member could increase 
the health risks that she faces. I ask that my 
colleagues support this important amendment. 

Young women as a population group are 
more likely to seek abortion later in their preg-
nancy. The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) 
have shown that adolescents obtain 30 per-
cent of all abortions after the first trimester, 
and younger women are more likely to obtain 
an abortion at 21 weeks or more gestation. 
The provisions of H.R. 748 will exacerbate this 
dangerous trend, and the GAO study called 
for in my amendment would uncover this po-
tential problem. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill will add an unneces-
sary layer of legality, travel time, and manda-
tory delay to the already difficult job that physi-
cians have in providing quality care to their 
patients. My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle have consistently advocated for pro-
tection of health care providers by way of tort 
reform. This legislation flies in the face of that 
initiative and is totally inconsistent with it. I ask 
my colleagues to reject it. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of the 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, what this bill does is 
it requires the involvement of parents 
or where State law requires the in-
volvement of parents in the decision on 
whether or not a minor should have an 
abortion. 

Now, minors have not reached the 
age of majority. They cannot sign con-
tracts; they cannot serve on juries. 
Parents or legal guardians in every in-
stance stand in the place of the minor 
and represent the minor’s interests. 
And under the current law, a doctor 
cannot even treat a child for a hang-
nail without parental consent, or at 
least parental notification. But under 
the law, a doctor can perform an abor-
tion. 

Now, let us look at it this way. Abor-
tion is a very serious medical proce-
dure. In many cases, complications 
arise from that abortion. And the par-
ents or the guardian are legally respon-
sible for providing medical care when 
medical care is needed for minors. 

So if you buy the argument of the 
people who are opposed to this bill, a 
parent of a minor who is not notified 
can end up being prosecuted for child 
neglect if complications ensue from the 
abortion and the parent does not know 
that they have a legal obligation to 
provide necessary medical care. That is 
why this bill should be passed, because 
parents ought to be involved in the 
medical decisions. They ought to have 
knowledge of the medical decisions. 

And we should not condone a system 
where a minor can run across a State 
line in order to get an abortion without 
the notification that is required by the 
State law of that minor’s residence. 
This bill ought to pass.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today to express my opposi-
tion to H.R. 748, the Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act, because this 
bill may reduce the likelihood that 
girls will seek family planning assist-
ance when they are faced with a preg-
nancy and does not include an exemp-
tion to protect the health of the young 
mother. 

This bill is intended to ensure that 
parents are involved with a girl’s deci-
sion to have an abortion, even if they 
cross a State line in an effort to avoid 
State parental notification laws. As 
the father of a teen-aged daughter I 
completely sympathize with the idea 
that parents be involved in helping 
their children through crises, including 
that of an unwanted pregnancy, and if 
my daughter found herself in this situ-
ation I hope that she would feel com-
fortable coming to me and my wife for 
guidance and support. Not every family 
functions with love and support, how-
ever, and if we intend to legislate in 
this area we must be careful to do so 
with an eye on the exception and not 
the rule. 

In some families, young women are 
the victims of parental abuse, includ-
ing sexual abuse. In the case of un-
wanted pregnancy, these girls may 
have another trusted adult, often a rel-
ative like a grandparent, in whom they 
feel comfortable seeking support and 
guidance from, and will turn to for as-
sistance when faced with a pregnancy. 
I would much rather see a girl seek the 
guidance of a trusted adult than no one 
at all. This bill will make it a crime for 
an adult who is not the parent to take 
a girl across State lines to obtain an 
abortion if the girl’s home State re-
quires parental notification. Girls will 
be less likely to seek the assistance of 
a trusted adult if they know the adult 
could face criminal charges for assist-
ing in obtaining an abortion. 

I also have concerns that this bill 
does not include an exemption for the 
health of a mother. In t1e Supreme 
Court case Stenberg v. Carhart, the 
Court struck down Nebraska’s Partial-
birth abortion ban because it did not 
include such an exemption. This bill re-
quires a physician to wait 24 hours be-
fore performing the abortion on a girl 
from a State with a parental notifica-
tion law, even if the parent of the girl 
is present. If an abortion is needed to 
protect the health of the mother, a 
doctor would have to wait 24 hours be-
fore they could perform the procedure. 
Though I am not a lawyer, based on the 
precedent set in the aforementioned 
court case, I have concerns that this 
bill would be unconstitutional should 
it become law. 

The Child Interstate Abortion Notifi-
cation Act does not ensure that girls 
will seek the support and guidance of 

the parents when faced with a preg-
nancy. Instead it increases the likeli-
hood that they will not seek the guid-
ance of any adults, which could harm 
themselves and the fetus they are car-
rying. For these reasons, I cannot vote 
in support of H.R. 748. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
support H.R. 748, the Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act. This bill 
creates criminal offenses that are long 
overdue at the Federal level and are 
needed to prevent the disregard of a 
parent’s right to know when their child 
is seeking a major medical procedure—
an abortion. 

The legislation makes it a Federal 
crime to transport a minor, for the 
purpose of obtaining an abortion, from 
a State that requires parental notifica-
tion, across State lines to a State that 
does not require parental notification. 

Almost half of the States, including 
my home State of Texas, currently re-
quire parental notification before a 
minor can obtain an abortion. However 
these laws are being circumvented by 
individuals who want to undermine the 
rights of parents. Such individuals can 
include abusive boyfriends who pres-
sure their young girlfriends into hav-
ing an abortion, older men who rape 
young females and want to hide their 
crime, and minor females who may not 
know all of the emotional and physical 
repercussions of having an abortion. 

The bill also makes it a Federal 
crime for an abortion provider not to 
give the parent or legal guardian of a 
minor seeking an abortion 24 hours’ no-
tice in advance of the procedure, if the 
minor crosses State lines to have the 
abortion. The 24-hour notice period will 
allow parents the time necessary to 
discuss the ramifications of an abor-
tion, and possible options such as adop-
tion, with their daughters. 

The Child Interstate Abortion Notifi-
cation Act protects a minor’s ability to 
have an abortion in cases of parental 
sexual abuse as long as the abortion 
provider informs the appropriate State 
authorities of the abuse. The ability to 
have an abortion is also protected in 
cases in which the minor’s life is 
threatened if the abortion is not per-
formed immediately. 

There is a great deal of support and 
precedent for a law like this. The Su-
preme Court has consistently upheld 
the constitutionality of State parental 
notification laws. According to a 
March 2005 Quinniac University poll, 75 
percent of those polled agree that pa-
rental notification should be required 
before a minor can obtain an abortion. 
We in the House of Representatives 
have shown our support for such laws 
by passing legislation similar to the 
Child Interstate Abortion Notification 
Act three previous times—in 1998, 1999, 
and 2002. Now it is time for this legisla-
tion to pass again and be signed into 
law by the President.

Mr. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to strongly urge all of my col-
leagues to vote against H.R. 748. 

There are so many reasons to vote against 
this bill. 
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To begin, the premise of CIANA violates the 

core constitutional principles of federalism. 
The ability to travel freely between states is 

fundamentally interwoven into the cloth of our 
country. The 50 states are not 50 different 
countries and the founding fathers would not 
have wanted us to treat them as such. 

H.R. 748 violates the Constitutional right of 
every individual to travel freely from State to 
State. If we are to be a unified Nation, every 
citizen cannot be treated as a foreigner when 
visiting another State. 

Every young woman who will be affected by 
this bill is a citizen. Every young woman who 
will be affected by this bill deserves the pro-
tections of the Constitution of the United 
States of America that applies to everyone. 

CIANA treats a young woman who travels to 
a state or resides there temporarily (as in the 
case of a college student) differently than a 
young woman living in that State. 

The Supreme Court held in Doe v. Bolton 
that the Privileges and Immunities Clause re-
quires a state to make abortions available to 
out-of-state visitors on the same legal terms 
under which it makes them available to resi-
dents. CIANA would single handedly reverse 
this decision. 

CIANA is potentially dangerous from a 
health and safety perspective. 

CIANA contains no exception to the 24-hour 
waiting period for when an abortion may be 
necessary to protect a teenage girl’s health. 
The only exception that exists is in cases 
where the minor’s life is at risk. Even at that 
point, the bill contains no guidance as to how 
to draw the line between a lifethreatening situ-
ation and one that is a nonfatal medical emer-
gency. 

CIANA imposes a mandatory 24-hour wait-
ing period even if the teenager’s parents ac-
companied her to the doctor. This means that 
anything short of a possible death, including a 
risk of infertility or nonfatal hemorrhaging, will 
not waive the 24-hour delay. These delays 
can impose logistical and financial hardships 
on functional families who are trying to support 
their daughter. 

A vote for this bill will signal that we do not 
even trust parents to make these incredibly 
personal and incredibly painful decisions with 
their daughters even in cases of medical 
emergency. 

CIANA is an extremely dangerous attempt 
to incrementally encroach upon the Supreme 
Court’s decision in Roe v. Wade. Imposing the 
aforementioned restrictions on a young wom-
an’s ability to obtain an abortion essentially 
places those young women in the same place 
as young women were prior to the Roe deci-
sion. 

Most disturbing of all is that teenagers fac-
ing an unwanted pregnancy may turn to dan-
gerous and drastic acts to avoid notifying their 
parents. 

A teenager facing an unwanted pregnancy 
is already in crisis. Those young women who 
are unwilling or unable to tell a parent about 
an unwanted pregnancy may resort to self-in-
duced or illegal abortions with tragic results. 

I implore you to vote against this bill.
Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in oppo-

sition to the Child Interstate Abortion Notifica-
tion Act. 

With this bill, the Republican Congress once 
again reaches inappropriately into the private 
lives of American citizens. 

H.R. 748 would make criminals out of doc-
tors, nurses, and family members who help 

young people who are seeking legal abortion 
services. It will not prevent abortions—but it 
will force young women to make that decision 
alone, without the help of adults they can 
trust. It may even force them into seeking un-
safe abortions that put their health or their 
lives at risk. 

Most minors seeking abortions involve their 
parents in the decision. But all too many 
young women live in emotionally or physically 
abusive households. Some have become 
pregnant as a result of rape or incest. For 
them, it is unrealistic and cruel to make it a 
crime for them to seek the help of other adults 
they can trust, such as a clergy member, older 
sibling, or grandparent. 

H.R. 748 is blatantly unconstitutional. It re-
stricts interstate travel and prevents young 
women from exercising their legal rights. It im-
poses undue burdens without making excep-
tion for emergencies where the young wom-
an’s health is threatened. It requires minors 
seeking judicial bypasses to go to court in not 
one but two States, even though this option is 
not even available in some States. Finally, this 
bill is another assault on federalism, usurping 
the laws of 27 states that have no parental no-
tification laws or more reasonable laws. 

Once again, the Republican Congress is at-
tempting to legislate family relationships and 
restrict the constitutional rights of American 
citizens. I urge the defeat of H.R. 748.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong 
opposition to H.R. 748, the Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act of 2005. This bill 
would not only jail grandparents, older sib-
lings, and others who attempt to help minors 
who can’t turn to their parents, but it would 
criminalize doctors, regardless of the laws of 
the State in which they practice. 

Today I stand here principally as a Califor-
nian. Republicans and Democrats in California 
have stood up for a woman’s right to choose. 
They have defended the privacy and health of 
women. We do not have a parental consent 
law in California because we don’t dare sug-
gest that the decision to have an abortion is 
ever taken lightly or done in isolation unless 
it’s absolutely necessary. We don’t pretend 
that forcing girls who have been raped by their 
fathers to get their permission to terminate the 
pregnancy is somehow standing up for ‘‘family 
values.’’ 

The people of my home State have resisted 
the grotesque politics of the so-called ‘‘culture 
of life.’’ The politics of people who vote to cut 
$xx billion in health care for the poorest Amer-
icans and simultaneously intervene in private, 
end-of-life decisions and hide behind their 
hypocritical mandate of ‘‘looking out for the 
most vulnerable.’’

Even though the people of California and 
their bipartisan elected leaders have judi-
ciously worked to protect the privacy and 
health of women, some in Washington, DC, 
think they know better. This legislation would 
jail California doctors with out-of-state patients 
unless they inform the parents in person 24 
hours in advance of the procedure. If the par-
ents are unreachable, doctors would have to 
give notice ‘‘by certified mail, return receipt re-
quested, restricted delivery to the last known 
address of the person being notified, with de-
livery deemed to have occurred 48 hours fol-
lowing noon on the next day subsequent to 
mailing on which regular mail delivery takes 
place.’’ This ludicrous meddling in medical de-
cisionmaking would be a joke if it weren’t so 
tragic. 

If enacted, the consequence for offending 
the religious right now carries with it up to a 
year in prison. God help the doctor who is as 
confused by that sentence as I am. 

Mr. Chairman, those of us who still believe 
in science know that the best way to reduce 
the number of abortions in this country is to 
have comprehensive sex education and pro-
vide full funding for family planning so that un-
intended pregnancies don’t happen in the first 
place. It’s no coincidence that the abortion 
rate, which hit a 24-year low when President 
Clinton left office, has risen throughout Presi-
dent Bush’s first term. The ‘‘culture of life’’ phi-
losophy of hypocrisy, fear, and shame works 
better on the campaign stump then it does in 
practice. If this is what the culture of life is 
really all about, then I want no part of it. I vote 
no on this shameful, unconstitutional bill.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Chairman, I stand 
today in strong opposition to H.R. 748, the 
Child Interstate Abortion Notification Act. It is 
a direct attack on a woman’s right to choose, 
it endangers women’s health, and it forces 
young women facing unintended pregnancies 
to choose between dealing with it on their own 
or enlisting the help of a trusted adult who 
could possibly be put in jail as a result. This 
bill makes it a crime for anyone other than a 
parent, including a grandparent or a religious 
counselor, to accompany a minor across state 
lines for an abortion if the minor has not com-
plied with her home state’s mandated parental 
consent or notification law. This bill also 
makes it a federal crime for a doctor to per-
form an abortion on a young woman who is a 
resident of another state unless the doctor no-
tifies the young woman’s parent in person at 
least 24 hours before the procedure. 

I agree that, whenever possible, minors 
should go to their parents for help in difficult 
situations. And research tells us that the ma-
jority of the time, young women do talk with 
their parents when making difficult decisions 
about pregnancy, whether their state requires 
parental consent for an abortion or not. Unfor-
tunately, H.R. 748 ignores the reality of many 
situations where a young woman may choose 
not to go to her parents, possibly because she 
fears violence or because she was the victim 
of incest or because their parent is not avail-
able. Very often in those situations, young 
women seek help and guidance from other 
trusted adults in their lives, such as grand-
parents, aunts, and ministers. Yet, this law 
would deter many young women from seeking 
help and would instead tell them that they 
must deal with this situation on their own. 

The reality is that CIANA will not make more 
young women tell their parents about a preg-
nancy if they do not want to, nor will it reduce 
or prevent abortion. What it would do is en-
danger the health of young women who feel 
they have no other choice but to seek illegal 
or self-induced abortions and who will be lim-
ited in their options for receiving health care. 
The American Medical Association has noted 
that ‘‘the desire to maintain secrecy has been 
one of the leading reasons for illegal abortion 
deaths.’’ The American Academy of Pediatrics, 
American College of Obstetricians and Gyne-
cologists, and the Society for Adolescent Med-
icine all oppose this bill because of the dan-
gers they pose to young women and the need 
for confidential access to physicians. The coa-
lition of health groups in their letter urging 
Congress to oppose this bill state, ‘‘Our pri-
mary responsibility must be to our patients. 
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The potential health risks to adolescents if 
they are unable to obtain reproductive health 
services are so compelling that deference to 
parental involvement should not stand in the 
way of needed health care for patients who re-
quest confidentiality.’’

This bill would force minors to delay urgent 
health care and, contrary to proponents’ 
claims, infringe on the rights of parents. There 
is no exception to either the waiting period or 
the notification requirement in cases where a 
person is facing a serious but not life-threat-
ening medical emergency. In a medical emer-
gency, a young person would be forced to 
wait 24 hours for an abortion that could avert 
serious risks to her health. The abortion must 
be delayed even when the minor’s parent ac-
companies her and requests medical help. 

Furthermore, many young women who ob-
tain abortions outside of their home States do 
so for reasons that have nothing to do with 
avoiding their home States’ laws. The most 
prevalent and compelling of these reasons is 
the lack of abortion providers. Only 13 percent 
of U.S. counties have an abortion provider. 
Several states, in fact, have only a single pro-
vider or a provider who may be located many 
hours away from a young woman’s home. 

Lastly, CIANA violates the basic principle of 
federalism by attaching the laws of a woman’s 
home State no matter where she travels in the 
Nation. The Supreme Court has held that 
States are required to make abortions avail-
able to visitors on the same legal terms under 
which they make them available to residents. 
Since Illinois has no parental involvement law 
in effect, this bill would impose tough and un-
realistic requirements to Illinois providers for 
the first time. Under CIANA, doctors will be 
asked to comply with other State laws, verify 
the information provided by patients, and ob-
tain in-person parental consent even if parents 
are abusive, guilty of incest or absent from the 
household. CIANA imposes a punitive and ar-
bitrary federal parental notification requirement 
that will trump the public policy judgments of 
the 27 States that lack such requirements. It 
will mean that physicians who comply with 
their State’s laws and provide medical care to 
their patients could be treated as criminals. 

Make no mistake, this law is a direct threat 
to a woman’s right to make decisions about 
her reproductive health. We need to see this 
bill for what it really is—another attempt to 
chip away at Roe v. Wade and deny women 
choice. 

The Government cannot mandate healthy 
family communication where it does not al-
ready exist. We must face this reality and 
work to help teens receive the treatment, 
counseling, and support they need when it 
comes to reproductive health. I urge my col-
leagues to reject H.R. 748 because it would 
endanger young women’s health and force 
them to be alone at a time when they are 
most vulnerable and most in need of support 
from a trusted adult.

Mr. HONDA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in op-
position to H.R. 748, the ‘‘Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act.’’ 

Over 20 years after Roe v. Wade, a wom-
an’s right to an abortion continues to be chal-
lenged and undermined. Amendments to ap-
propriations bills have been added to restrict 
abortion coverage. A nationwide campaign of 
violence, vandalism, and blockades continues 
to curtail the availability of abortion services 
and endangers providers and patients. Anti-

choice lawmakers continue to push for legisla-
tion that attempts to ban ‘‘partial-birth’’ abor-
tions, reinstate ‘‘global gag rule’’ policies, re-
strict access to mifepristone and contracep-
tives, and protect those who participate in vio-
lence against abortion clinics through bank-
ruptcy laws. 

Now, Congress is considering H.R. 748, leg-
islation that would make it a Federal crime for 
doctors or family members to help young 
adults obtain an abortion. 

Like many of my colleagues, I believe that 
it is important for teenagers to talk to their par-
ents about their decision to have an abortion, 
and research suggests that most do. Unfortu-
nately, in the real world, parental involvement 
is not always in a minor’s best interest. Many 
young women who choose not to involve their 
parents have valid reasons. One study con-
cluded that one-third of teens who do not in-
volve their parents are victims of family vio-
lence and fear its recurrence or they are 
forced to leave their homes due to their preg-
nancy. 

To make matters worse, this legislation 
would endanger a young woman’s health by 
delaying the abortion until later in the preg-
nancy when it is less safe by turning them to 
possible dangerous alternatives. 

It is for all of these reasons that we must 
protect the rights of young women to access 
safe, affordable and appropriate health care. 

We need to ensure that instead of making 
abortion more difficult and dangerous for 
young women, Congress should make abor-
tion less necessary by providing opportunities 
for young women to make educated choices 
through comprehensive sex education and en-
suring young women have access to a range 
of family planning options. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose H.R. 748.
Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-

position to H.R. 748, the ‘‘Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act.’’ I do this because I 
believe this is bad public policy that will hurt 
young women. 

Most young women today readily involve 
their parents in a decision to end a pregnancy. 
They do this because they come from loving 
homes where there is healthy communication 
and support, not because there is a law re-
quiring them to do so. 

Unfortunately, some young women come 
from homes where these support structures 
are not in place. Some young women come 
from families with absentee parents, or abu-
sive parents. This is an unfortunate reality. 

Rather than ensuring healthy communica-
tion between parents and their teenage 
daughter about the difficult decision to termi-
nate a pregnancy, this bill may isolate these 
young women even further. This bill may 
cause a young woman to either delay care, 
when the risk of complications from an abor-
tion will be greater, or cause her to avoid 
going to a doctor in the first place and con-
sider unsafe alternatives. 

By attempting to legislate on family dynam-
ics, this bill puts the health of young women 
from troubled homes in jeopardy. I cannot be-
lieve we want to do this. 

In discussing this issue, the American Col-
lege of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, the 
American Academy of Pediatricians, and the 
Society of Adolescent Medicine have joined 
together in a letter opposing this bill. They 
say: 

The potential health risks to adolescents if 
they are unable to obtain reproductive 

health services are so compelling that def-
erence to parental involvement should not 
stand in the way of needed health care for 
patients who request confidentiality. 

The American Medical Association has also 
weighed in on the consequences of parental 
notification: 

Because the need for privacy may be com-
pelling, minors may be driven to desperate 
measures to maintain the confidentiality of 
the pregnancies. They may run away from 
home, obtain a ‘‘back alley’’ abortion, or re-
sort to self-induced abortion. 

Surely we do not want to support legislation 
which has such adverse consequences for 
young women. 

Mr. Chairman, many years ago I had the 
honor to work with Senator Barry Goldwater 
(R–AZ). In his classic work, The Conscience 
of a Conservative, Goldwater wrote: 

Every man, for his individual good and for 
the good of his society, is responsible for his 
own development. The choices that govern 
his life are choices he must make: they can-
not be made by any other human being, or by 
a collectivity of human beings. 

He went on to say: 
The Conservative looks upon politics as 

the art of achieving the maximum amount of 
freedom for individuals that is consistent 
with the maintenance of social order. The 
Conservative is the first to understand that 
the practice of freedom requires the estab-
lishment of order: it is impossible for one 
man to be free if another is able to deny him 
the exercise of his freedom. 

And he concluded: 
Thus, for the American Conservative, there 

is no difficulty in identifying the day’s over-
riding political challenge: it is to preserve 
and extend freedom. 

Finally he said that: 
Throughout history, government has 

proved to be the chief instrument for thwart-
ing man’s liberty. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill is a prime example of 
government inserting itself into the lives of our 
people, invading their privacy, and thwarting 
their liberty. This is unacceptable. 

I urge a vote against this bill.
Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-

tion to H.R. 748, the Child Interstate Abortion 
Notification Act. 

I support encouraging—not requiring—pa-
rental notification for minors seeking contra-
ceptive services. This legislation proposes a 
variety of new mandates on women, families, 
and doctors. 

For example, the bill forces doctors to learn 
and enforce 49 other States’ laws, under the 
threat of fines and prison sentences. In many 
cases, it forces young women to comply with 
two states’ parental-involvement mandates. It 
also requires a doctor to notify a young wom-
an’s parents in person, in another State, be-
fore abortion services can be provided. 

Finally, in some cases, even if a parent trav-
els with his or her daughter to obtain abortion 
care, the doctor must still give ‘‘notice’’ to the 
parent and wait 24 hours before providing the 
care. In such cases, this requirement acts as 
a built-in mandatory delay—which makes it 
more difficult logistically, more expensive, and 
more burdensome all around for the family. It 
may even endanger the young woman’s 
health. 

Not only does H.R. 748 include these nega-
tive provisions, it also could be found uncon-
stitutional for three reasons. First, it contains 
no health exception. 
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Second, in some cases, it offers young 

women no judicial bypass. Judicial bypass is 
required by the Supreme Court and allows an-
other responsible adult to consent instead of a 
parent. 

Finally, it forces states to enforce other 
States’ laws by forcing inaIv carry their home 
State laws with them when they travel. 

Every parent hopes that a child confronting 
a crisis will seek the advice and counsel of 
those who care for her most and know her 
best. In fact, even in the absence of laws 
mandating parental involvement, many young 
women do turn to their parents when they are 
considering an abortion. One study found that 
61 percent of parents in States without man-
datory parental consent or notice laws knew of 
their daughter’s pregnancy. 

In a perfect world, all children would have 
open, clear communication with their parents. 
Unfortunately, this is not the case in every 
family. I believe this legislation would dissuade 
young women from turning to other trusted 
adults, such as an aunt or older sibling, in a 
time of need. 

While this bill might be well intentioned, it is 
a deeply flawed attempt to curb young wom-
en’s access to private, confidential health 
services under the guise of protecting parental 
rights. 

I would like to see abortion remain safe and 
legal, yet rare. Whatever one’s views on abor-
tion, I believe we all can recognize the impor-
tance of preventing unintended pregnancies. 
When women are unable to control the num-
ber and timing of births, they will increasingly 
rely on abortion. Making criminals of advisors, 
however, is simply not the way to accomplish 
this goal. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this legisla-
tion.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, 3 years 
ago I voted against a bill that is similar to what 
is being considered in the House today. My 
position on the bill has not changed. In fact, 
H.R. 748, the ‘‘Child Interstate Abortion Notifi-
cation Act’’ is worse. Not only will this anti-
choice bill make it illegal for friends and rel-
atives to assist young women with one of life’s 
most difficult decisions, it will require physi-
cians to notify a young woman’s parents in 
person, regardless of whether they live in a 
different State, before the abortion services 
can be provided. The physician will be respon-
sible for following the abortion laws of both the 
State where he is performing services and the 
State from which the patient has traveled. In 
effect, doctors will have to know the abortion 
laws of 50 different States. 

I wish that every child was in a loving family 
that they could turn to first. The facts are, 
however, that many young women do not 
have that type of relationship with their par-
ents and in too many cases we have seen the 
actual problem caused by abusive close family 
members. 

People who would deny women reproduc-
tive choice have altered their tactics to chip 
away at women’s reproductive freedoms; this 
is one of the most insidious examples. This bill 
would limit the choices for the most desperate 
women and is part of an overall anti-choice 
strategy that I reject. 

Measures like H.R. 748 often have unin-
tended consequences that can lead to des-
perate actions with dire consequences for the 
mental health and physical well-being of our 
nation’s young women.

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in 
strong opposition to the Child Interstate Abor-
tion Notification Act, H.R. 748. This bill would 
create a complex maze of State and Federal 
parental notification and consent requirements 
that impact young women, family members, 
and doctors differently depending on the 
young woman’s State of residence and the 
State in which she is seeking abortion care. It 
would preempt State laws by imposing paren-
tal notification and a 24-hour mandatory wait-
ing period that could result in criminal pen-
alties for health care providers and citizens. 
This unwise legislation will endanger the 
health of teens, compromise the ability of doc-
tors to provide the best treatment in a timely 
manner, and fail to actually prevent teen preg-
nancies or abortions. 

Abortion is an extremely difficult, personal 
decision that should be made with the advice 
of trusted advisors like doctors, partners, par-
ents, friends, or anyone else with whom the 
woman wishes to discuss her decision. Unfor-
tunately for some young women, especially 
those whose families have histories of phys-
ical and emotional abuse, they cannot consult 
their parents on this complicated issue. 

I wish that all young women would be able 
to discuss this decision with their parents, but 
in reality, this is simply not always the case. 
In these situations, we should encourage 
grandparents, adult siblings, religious advisors, 
and mentors to provide support for these 
young women. By making the people who 
offer teens help during this extremely difficult 
time, subject to criminal prosecution and law-
suits, Congress is isolating young women who 
desperately need the help and advice of trust-
ed adults. This isolation will unnecessarily add 
to the emotional distress of a young woman 
facing an unintended pregnancy, and could 
contribute to her failure to seek timely medical 
care. 

This legislation contains a complicated web 
of 24-hour waiting period, parental notification 
requirements, and judicial bypass procedures 
that will vary depending on the different State 
laws already in place. These intricate provi-
sions will result in confusion and delay for a 
young woman who does not have the support 
of a trusted adult as she tries to navigate this 
system in order to receive safe and timely 
medical treatment. 

In addition, H.R. 748 fails to provide an ex-
emption to protect the health of the pregnant 
woman. Based on the Supreme Court deci-
sions in Planned Parenthood of Southeastern 
Pennsylvania vs. Casey and Stenberg vs. 
Carhart, it is unconstitutional to interfere with 
a woman’s choice to have an abortion if con-
tinuing the pregnancy is a threat to her health.

The restrictions and requirements in H.R. 
748 clearly interfere with a woman’s choice to 
have an abortion. It is an unconscionable and 
unconstitutional that this legislation would en-
danger the health of young women. 

If H.R. 748 becomes law, doctors will face 
unprecedented mandates and infringements 
on their responsibilities to provide safe and 
timely medical care. The goal of doctors 
should be to provide the most unbiased, safe 
and personal medical care possible for each 
of their patients. Unfortunately this legislation 
forces doctors to spend more of their time fo-
cusing on the intricacies of State law rather 
than the well-being of their patients. The effect 
of this legislation on the complex web of State 
parent notification laws will force doctors to 

become legal experts in all States’ laws, and 
in some cases doctors would be forced to per-
sonally travel to another State to inform a 
young woman’s parents, in-person, of her in-
tent to have an abortion. H.R. 748 establishes 
a confusing bureaucracy that threatens doc-
tors with imprisonment while diminishing the 
quality and timeliness of the health care doc-
tors are able to provide. 

This legislation attempts to address teen 
pregnancy and abortion as issues of interstate 
commerce, but we are not talking about prod-
ucts or trade. We are talking about people; our 
nieces, granddaughters and friends who are in 
desperate need of help and advice from trust-
ed adults. H.R. 748, deprives our young 
women of this needed support and counsel. 
The real issue we should be addressing today 
is how to prevent unwanted teen pregnancies, 
which is the only real way to decrease the 
number of abortions. I urge my colleagues to 
support comprehensive sex education so that 
young women have the information to prevent 
pregnancies. I urge my colleagues to support 
Title X funding that provides reproductive 
health care to low-income young women 
around the country. I urge my colleagues to 
support over-the-counter status for emergency 
contraception so that a young woman that is 
the victim of rape or incest can prevent a 
pregnancy. 

We must do more to protect our teens and 
their health, but H.R. 748 only creates more 
roadblocks for vulnerable young women and 
the trusted adults and doctors that are at-
tempting to help them.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Chairman, I am pleased 
to co-sponsor H.R. 748, the Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act. 

This bill makes it a Federal offense to know-
ingly transport a minor across State lines with 
the intent to circumvent parental notification 
laws so that the minor can obtain an abortion. 

It is imperative that we stop the victimization 
of young girls who are transported across 
State lines to undergo abortions without their 
parents’ knowledge. Not only does this prac-
tice endanger the lives of our daughters, imag-
ine how parents would feel if their daughter 
was transported across State lines without 
their knowledge and pressured to have an un-
wanted abortion. 

Across the country, officials must obtain pa-
rental consent before performing routine med-
ical services such as providing aspirin, and 
before including children in field trips and con-
tact sports. Some States require written paren-
tal consent before a minor can get a tattoo or 
a body piercing. Despite all this, in some 
States people other than parents can secretly 
take minor girls across State lines for abor-
tions. 

Mr. Chairman, the Child Interstate Abortion 
Notification Act protects the rights of parents 
to be involved in the medical decisions of their 
minor daughters and protects the health and 
safety of young girls by preventing valid con-
stitutional State parental involvement laws 
from being circumvented. I am pleased to sup-
port this bill, which protects our daughters and 
supports our families.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, the bill before 
us is a tangled web of legal intricacies, which 
I found to be a muddled attempt to impose 
specific laws of individual States. After a care-
ful reading of the bill, I am forced to rise in op-
position to the legislation. 
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H.R. 748 is a two-part bill. The first part 

makes it a crime for anybody other than a par-
ent to accompany a minor across State lines 
for an abortion if the minor’s State of resi-
dence has parental notification laws. We have 
seen this language, known as the Child Cus-
tody Protection Act, in past Congresses and I 
have hesitantly voted in favor of it. I say hesi-
tantly because I have always been concerned 
that: the bill violates the constitutional prin-
ciples of federalism; there are no exceptions 
for another responsible adult family member to 
accompany the minor; and the language is so 
broad that it would allow a cab or bus driver 
to be prosecuted. 

You are probably wondering, Mr. Chairman, 
why I voted for the bill even with these con-
cerns. Well, as a parent, I feel strongly that 
parents should be involved in major decisions 
concerning the health and well-being of their 
children. The most knowledgeable resource 
regarding the minor’s medical history is often 
their parent. Moreover, as is the case with any 
medical procedure, it is important that some-
one in the household be aware of the situation 
should there be side effects. Thus, I voted to 
move the process forward with the hope that 
my concerns would be addressed before the 
final legislation was sent to the President for 
signature. This did not happen because the 
Senate has never acted on the legislation. 

The second part of the bill is new and would 
hold a doctor criminally liable for performing 
an abortion on a minor from another State. 
This, Mr. Speaker, is where the web gets real-
ly tangled. You see, in some cases, the minor 
would have to comply with the laws of two 
States, and in all cases, the doctor would 
have to get consent from the parent in person 
and a mandatory 24-hour waiting period would 
be instituted. 

Probably the most striking scenario would 
be a minor who traveled between States with 
no parental consent law. In this case, the doc-
tor would have to obtain consent in person 
from the parent, the mandatory 24-hour wait-
ing period would be instituted, and in this spe-
cific case there would be no judicial bypass 
option. 

This creates quite a burden on doctors, who 
would be required to have a near-encyclo-
pedic knowledge of the parental involvement 
laws in each of the 50 States, their specific re-
quirements and their judicial procedures. 

Some States have strict parental consent 
laws, some have parental consent laws with 
reasonable bypass mechanisms, and some 
States have no consent laws at all. If this bill 
passes, we are saying to some States, ‘‘your 
law is good.’’ To others we are saying, ‘‘your 
law is OK, but it is not quite good enough.’’ 
And to still other States we are saying, ‘‘your 
law, or lack thereof, is wholly inadequate.’’ 
This is no way to legislate in our federalist 
system. 

While reading over the bill, Mr. Chairman, I 
tried to think of what precedent there is for this 
kind of law. It took awhile, but the only law I 
could come up with was the Fugitive Slave 
Act. Going back to laws like this, Mr. Chair-
man, is not something this Congress should 
even consider. 

Mr. Chairman, I often wonder why we do 
not focus more of our effort on preventing un-
wanted pregnancies. Reducing the number of 
abortions performed in this country is certainly 
a goal we can all agree on and strive for. As 
such, I would ask that all of my colleagues to 

come to the table to discuss the ways we can 
further this mutual goal. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to vote 
yes on the Scott and Jackson-Lee amend-
ments and no on the underlying bill.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to remind my colleagues that what 
we are talking about are young girls who are 
in trouble, young girls who are unmarried, 
young girls who invariably, according to the 
statistics, have been impregnated by older 
men exploiting them. While it should be com-
mon for parents to be responsible, to be nur-
turing and not to be punitive, it unfortunate is 
not always the case. 

Proponents of this measure claim that this 
bill will ‘‘give parents a chance to help their 
daughters during their most vulnerable times’’ 
and would require doctors to give 24 hours’ 
notice to the minor’s parent before allowing 
her to have an abortion. 

It is not quite as simple as that. In a perfect 
world, teenagers would be able to tell their 
parents that they are pregnant, but many are 
unable to due to fear of rejection at home, 
threats of physical and emotional abuse, and 
in the most troubling of situations, because it 
was a family member, such as a stepfather, 
that put them in that position in the first place. 

These teenage girls should have a right to 
seek help from a trusted adult, such as a 
grandmother or a member of the clergy. 

This bill will create a complicated patchwork 
of State and Federal law that will apply dif-
ferently depending on the minor’s State of res-
idence and the State where the abortion is 
performed. 

More importantly, it will be nearly impossible 
for teenagers to understand and physicians to 
comply with. 

While this measure includes all the provi-
sions of the Child Custody Protection Act, a 
measure considered in previous Congresses 
which would make it a Federal crime for a car-
ing adult other than a parent to accompany a 
young woman across State lines for an abor-
tion, the Child Interstate Notification Act, 
CINA, goes even further by mandating that 
doctors be fully aware and knowledgeable of 
the mandatory parental involvement laws in 
each of the 50 States, their specific require-
ments, their judicial-bypass procedures, and 
their interaction with the Child Interstate Abor-
tion Notification Act or face criminal fines. 

CIANA would make it a Federal crime for a 
doctor to perform an abortion on a minor who 
is a resident of another State unless the doc-
tor notifies the minor’s parent, in person, a 
minimum of 24 hours before the procedure. 

It is also disturbing that this measure, not 
unlike the partial-birth abortion ban law, does 
not include an exception for emergency cir-
cumstances where a minor’s health would be 
threatened by this delay. It is no wonder that 
the constitutionality of this law is being chal-
lenged in several Federal courts as we speak. 

The intent of this measure is not to ensure 
that caring parents have access to their teen-
age daughters who are contemplating having 
an abortion. The true intent is to make it so 
difficult for doctors to comply with this law that 
they simply give up. 

What would be compassionate of teenage 
girls is for this body to consider legislation 
such as the Prevention First Act, H.R. 1709, 
which would help to reduce the number of un-
intended teenage pregnancies by providing 
annual funding to both public and private enti-

ties to establish or expand teenage pregnancy 
prevention programs. 

This measure would also require these enti-
ties to incorporate teenage pregnancy preven-
tion programs that have been proven to delay 
sexual intercourse or sexual activity, increase 
contraceptive use or reduce teenage preg-
nancy, such as comprehensive sexual edu-
cation. 

Why are we not doing more to help the 
820,000 teen girls who get pregnant each 
year? 

This is the second time in as many months 
that the House of Representatives is legis-
lating morals when we do not know the indi-
vidual circumstances that may apply. We 
should leave this to the States. 

I urge all my colleagues to vote against the 
Child Interstate Notification Act, a regressive 
measure, which will have no impact on reduc-
ing the number of unintended teenage preg-
nancies and will do more harm than good.

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Chairman, in the name of a 
truly laudable cause, preventing abortion and 
protecting parental rights, today the Congress 
could potentially move our Nation one step 
closer to a national police state by further ex-
panding the list of Federal crimes and usurp-
ing power from the States to adequately ad-
dress the issue of parental rights and family 
law. Of course, it is much easier to ride the 
current wave of criminally federalizing all 
human malfeasance in the name of saving the 
world from some evil than to uphold a con-
stitutional oath, which prescribes a procedural 
structure by which the Nation is protected from 
what is perhaps the worst evil, totalitarianism 
carried out by a centralized government. Who, 
after all, wants to be amongst those Members 
of Congress who are portrayed as trampling 
parental rights or supporting the transportation 
of minor females across State lines for ignoble 
purposes. 

As an obstetrician of almost 40 years, I 
have personally delivered more than 4,000 
children. During such time, I have not per-
formed a single abortion. On the contrary, I 
have spoken and written extensively and pub-
licly condemning this ‘‘medical’’ procedure. At 
the same time, I have remained committed to 
upholding the constitutional procedural protec-
tions which leave the police power decentral-
ized and in control of the States. In the name 
of protecting parental rights, this bill usurps 
States’ rights by creating yet another Federal 
crime. 

Our Federal government is, constitutionally, 
a government of limited powers, article I, sec-
tion 8, enumerates the legislative area for 
which the U.S. Congress is allowed to act or 
enact legislation. For every other issues, the 
Federal Government lacks any authority or 
consent of the governed and only the State 
governments, their designees, or the people in 
their private market actions enjoy such rights 
to governance. The 10th amendment is bru-
tally clear in stating ‘‘The powers not dele-
gated to the United States by the Constitution, 
nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved 
to the States respectively, or to the people.’’ 
Our Nation’s history makes clear that the U.S. 
Constitution is a document intended to limit 
the power of central government. No serious 
reading of historical events surrounding the 
creation of the Constitution could reasonably 
portray it differently. 

Nevertheless, rather than abide by our con-
stitutional limits, Congress today will likely 
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pass H.R. 748. H.R. 748 amends title 18, 
United States Code, to prohibit taking minors 
across State lines to avoid laws requiring the 
involvement of parents in abortion decisions. 
Should parents be involved in decisions re-
garding the health of their children? Abso-
lutely. Should the law respect parents’ rights 
to not have their children taken across State 
lines for contemptible purposes? Absolutely. 
Can a State pass an enforceable statute to 
prohibit taking minors across State lines to 
avoid laws requiring the involvement of par-
ents in abortion decisions? Absolutely. But 
when asked if there exists constitutional au-
thority for the Federal criminalizing of just such 
an action the answer is absolutely not. 

This federalizing may have the effect of na-
tionalizing a law with criminal penalties which 
may be less than those desired by some 
States. To the extent the Federal and State 
laws could co-exist, the necessity for a Fed-
eral law is undermined and an important bill of 
rights protection is virtually obliterated. Con-
current jurisdiction crimes erode the right of 
citizens to be free of double jeopardy. The fifth 
amendment to the U.S. Constitution specifies 
that no ‘‘person be subject for the same of-
fense to be twice put in jeopardy of life or 
limb. . .’’ In other words, no person shall be 
tried twice for the same offense. However, in 
United States v. Lanza, the high court in 1922 
sustained a ruling that being tried by both the 
Federal Government and a State government 
for the same offense did not offend the doc-
trine of double jeopardy. One danger of the 
unconstitutionally expanding the Federal crimi-
nal justice code is that it seriously increases 
the danger that one will be subject to being 
tried twice for the same offense. Despite the 
various pleas for Federal correction of societal 
wrongs, a national police force is neither pru-
dent nor constitutional.

We have been reminded by both Chief Jus-
tice William H. Rehnquist and former U.S. At-
torney General Ed Meese that more Federal 
crimes, while they make politicians feel good, 
are neither constitutionally sound nor prudent. 
Rehnquist has stated that ‘‘The trend to fed-
eralize crimes that traditionally have been han-
dled in state courts . . . threatens to change 
entirely the nature of our federal system.’’ 
Meese stated that Congress’s tendency in re-
cent decades to make Federal crimes out of 
offenses that have historically been State mat-
ters has dangerous implications both for the 
fair administration of justice and for the prin-
ciple that States are something more than 
mere administrative districts of a Nation gov-
erned mainly from Washington. 

The argument which springs from the criti-
cism of a federalized criminal code and a Fed-
eral police force is that States may be less ef-
fective than a centralized Federal Government 
in dealing with those who leave one State ju-
risdiction for another. Fortunately, the Con-
stitution provides for the procedural means for 
preserving the integrity of State sovereignty 
over those issues delegated to it via the 10th 
amendment. The privilege and immunities 
clause as well as full faith and credit clause 
allow States to exact judgments from those 
who violate their State laws. The Constitution 
even allows the Federal Government to legis-
latively preserve the procedural mechanisms 
which allow States to enforce their substantive 
laws without the Federal Government impos-
ing its substantive edicts on the States. Article 
IV, section 2, clause 2 makes provision for the 

rendition of fugitives from one State to an-
other. While not self-enacting, in 1783 Con-
gress passed an act which did exactly this. 
There is, of course, a cost imposed upon 
States in working with one another rather than 
relying on a national, unified police force. At 
the same time, there is a greater cost to State 
autonomy and individual liberty from cen-
tralization of police power. 

It is important to be reminded of the benefits 
of federalism as well as the costs. There are 
sound reasons to maintain a system of small-
er, independent jurisdictions. An inadequate 
Federal law, or an ‘‘adequate’’ Federal law im-
properly interpreted by the Supreme Court, 
preempts States’ rights to adequately address 
public health concerns. Roe v. Wade should 
serve as a sad reminder of the danger of mak-
ing matters worse in all States by federalizing 
an issue. 

It is my erstwhile hope that parents will be-
come more involved in vigilantly monitoring 
the activities of their own children rather than 
shifting parental responsibility further upon the 
Federal Government. There was a time when 
a popular bumper sticker read ‘‘It’s ten o’clock; 
do you know where your children are?’’ I sup-
pose we have devolved to the point where it 
reads ‘‘It’s ten o’clock; does the Federal Gov-
ernment know where your children are.’’ Fur-
ther socializing and burden shifting of the re-
sponsibilities of parenthood upon the Federal 
Government is simply not creating the proper 
incentive for parents to be more involved. 

For each of these reasons, among others, I 
must oppose the further and unconstitutional 
centralization of police powers in the national 
government and, accordingly, H.R. 748.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
GILLMOR). All time for general debate 
has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute printed in the bill shall be con-
sidered as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment under the 5-minute 
rule and shall be considered read. 

The text of the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows:

H.R. 748
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act’’. 
SEC. 2. TRANSPORTATION OF MINORS IN CIR-

CUMVENTION OF CERTAIN LAWS RE-
LATING TO ABORTION. 

Title 18, United States Code, is amended by in-
serting after chapter 117 the following: 

‘‘CHAPTER 117A—TRANSPORTATION OF 
MINORS IN CIRCUMVENTION OF CER-
TAIN LAWS RELATING TO ABORTION

‘‘Sec. 
‘‘2431. Transportation of minors in circumven-

tion of certain laws relating to 
abortion.

‘‘§ 2431. Transportation of minors in cir-
cumvention of certain laws relating to abor-
tion 
‘‘(a) OFFENSE.—
‘‘(1) GENERALLY.—Except as provided in sub-

section (b), whoever knowingly transports a 
minor across a State line, with the intent that 

such minor obtain an abortion, and thereby in 
fact abridges the right of a parent under a law 
requiring parental involvement in a minor’s 
abortion decision, in force in the State where 
the minor resides, shall be fined under this title 
or imprisoned not more than one year, or both. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this 
subsection, an abridgement of the right of a par-
ent occurs if an abortion is performed or in-
duced on the minor, in a State other than the 
State where the minor resides, without the pa-
rental consent or notification, or the judicial 
authorization, that would have been required by 
that law had the abortion been performed in the 
State where the minor resides. 

‘‘(b) EXCEPTIONS.—
‘‘(1) The prohibition of subsection (a) does not 

apply if the abortion was necessary to save the 
life of the minor because her life was endan-
gered by a physical disorder, physical injury, or 
physical illness, including a life endangering 
physical condition caused by or arising from the 
pregnancy itself. 

‘‘(2) A minor transported in violation of this 
section, and any parent of that minor, may not 
be prosecuted or sued for a violation of this sec-
tion, a conspiracy to violate this section, or an 
offense under section 2 or 3 based on a violation 
of this section. 

‘‘(c) AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE.—It is an affirma-
tive defense to a prosecution for an offense, or 
to a civil action, based on a violation of this sec-
tion that the defendant—

‘‘(1) reasonably believed, based on information 
the defendant obtained directly from a parent of 
the minor, that before the minor obtained the 
abortion, the parental consent or notification 
took place that would have been required by the 
law requiring parental involvement in a minor’s 
abortion decision, had the abortion been per-
formed in the State where the minor resides; or 

‘‘(2) was presented with documentation show-
ing with a reasonable degree of certainty that a 
court in the minor’s State of residence waived 
any parental notification required by the laws 
of that State, or otherwise authorized that the 
minor be allowed to procure an abortion. 

‘‘(d) CIVIL ACTION.—Any parent who suffers 
harm from a violation of subsection (a) may ob-
tain appropriate relief in a civil action. 

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this 
section—

‘‘(1) the term ‘abortion’ means the use or pre-
scription of any instrument, medicine, drug, or 
any other substance or device intentionally to 
terminate the pregnancy of a female known to 
be pregnant with an intention other than to in-
crease the probability of a live birth, to preserve 
the life or health of the child after live birth, or 
to remove a dead unborn child who died as the 
result of a spontaneous abortion, accidental 
trauma or a criminal assault on the pregnant fe-
male or her unborn child; 

‘‘(2) the term a ‘law requiring parental in-
volvement in a minor’s abortion decision’ means 
a law—

‘‘(A) requiring, before an abortion is per-
formed on a minor, either—

‘‘(i) the notification to, or consent of, a parent 
of that minor; or 

‘‘(ii) proceedings in a State court; and 
‘‘(B) that does not provide as an alternative to 

the requirements described in subparagraph (A) 
notification to or consent of any person or enti-
ty who is not described in that subparagraph; 

‘‘(3) the term ‘minor’ means an individual who 
is not older than the maximum age requiring pa-
rental notification or consent, or proceedings in 
a State court, under the law requiring parental 
involvement in a minor’s abortion decision; 

‘‘(4) the term ‘parent’ means—
‘‘(A) a parent or guardian; 
‘‘(B) a legal custodian; or 
‘‘(C) a person standing in loco parentis who 

has care and control of the minor, and with 
whom the minor regularly resides, who is des-
ignated by the law requiring parental involve-
ment in the minor’s abortion decision as a per-
son to whom notification, or from whom con-
sent, is required; and 
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‘‘(5) the term ‘State’ includes the District of 

Columbia and any commonwealth, possession, 
or other territory of the United States.’’. 
SEC. 3. CHILD INTERSTATE ABORTION NOTIFICA-

TION. 
Title 18, United States Code, is amended by in-

serting after chapter 117A the following: 
‘‘CHAPTER 117B—CHILD INTERSTATE 

ABORTION NOTIFICATION
‘‘Sec. 
‘‘2432. Child interstate abortion notification.
‘‘§ 2432. Child interstate abortion notification 

‘‘(a) OFFENSE.—
‘‘(1) GENERALLY.—A physician who know-

ingly performs or induces an abortion on a 
minor in violation of the requirements of this 
section shall be fined under this title or impris-
oned not more than one year, or both. 

‘‘(2) PARENTAL NOTIFICATION.—A physician 
who performs or induces an abortion on a minor 
who is a resident of a State other than the State 
in which the abortion is performed must provide 
at least 24 hours actual notice to a parent of the 
minor before performing the abortion. If actual 
notice to such parent is not possible after a rea-
sonable effort has been made, 24 hours construc-
tive notice must be given to a parent. 

‘‘(b) EXCEPTIONS.—The notification require-
ment of subsection (a)(2) does not apply if—

‘‘(1) the abortion is performed or induced in a 
State that has a law in force requiring parental 
involvement in a minor’s abortion decision and 
the physician complies with the requirements of 
that law; 

‘‘(2) the physician is presented with docu-
mentation showing with a reasonable degree of 
certainty that a court in the minor’s State of 
residence has waived any parental notification 
required by the laws of that State, or has other-
wise authorized that the minor be allowed to 
procure an abortion; 

‘‘(3) the minor declares in a signed written 
statement that she is the victim of sexual abuse, 
neglect, or physical abuse by a parent, and, be-
fore an abortion is performed on the minor, the 
physician notifies the authorities specified to re-
ceive reports of child abuse or neglect by the law 
of the State in which the minor resides of the 
known or suspected abuse or neglect; or 

‘‘(4) the abortion is necessary to save the life 
of the minor because her life was endangered by 
a physical disorder, physical injury, or physical 
illness, including a life endangering physical 
condition caused by or arising from the preg-
nancy itself. 

‘‘(c) CIVIL ACTION.—Any parent who suffers 
harm from a violation of subsection (a) may ob-
tain appropriate relief in a civil action. 

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this 
section—

‘‘(1) the term ‘abortion’ means the use or pre-
scription of any instrument, medicine, drug, or 
any other substance or device intentionally to 
terminate the pregnancy of a female known to 
be pregnant with an intention other than to in-
crease the probability of a live birth, to preserve 
the life or health of the child after live birth, or 
to remove a dead unborn child who died as the 
result of a spontaneous abortion, accidental 
trauma, or a criminal assault on the pregnant 
female or her unborn child; 

‘‘(2) the term ‘actual notice’ means the giving 
of written notice directly, in person; 

‘‘(3) the term ‘constructive notice’ means no-
tice that is given by certified mail, return receipt 
requested, restricted delivery to the last known 
address of the person being notified, with deliv-
ery deemed to have occurred 48 hours following 
noon on the next day subsequent to mailing on 
which regular mail delivery takes place, days on 
which mail is not delivered excluded; 

‘‘(4) the term a ‘law requiring parental in-
volvement in a minor’s abortion decision’ means 
a law—

‘‘(A) requiring, before an abortion is per-
formed on a minor, either—

‘‘(i) the notification to, or consent of, a parent 
of that minor; or 

‘‘(ii) proceedings in a State court; 
‘‘(B) that does not provide as an alternative to 

the requirements described in subparagraph (A) 
notification to or consent of any person or enti-
ty who is not described in that subparagraph; 

‘‘(5) the term ‘minor’ means an individual who 
is not older than 18 years and who is not eman-
cipated under State law; 

‘‘(6) the term ‘parent’ means—
‘‘(A) a parent or guardian; 
‘‘(B) a legal custodian; or 
‘‘(C) a person standing in loco parentis who 

has care and control of the minor, and with 
whom the minor regularly resides; 
as determined by State law; 

‘‘(7) the term ‘physician’ means a doctor of 
medicine legally authorized to practice medicine 
by the State in which such doctor practices med-
icine, or any other person legally empowered 
under State law to perform an abortion; and 

‘‘(8) the term ‘State’ includes the District of 
Columbia and any commonwealth, possession, 
or other territory of the United States.’’. 
SEC. 4. CLERICAL AMENDMENT. 

The table of chapters at the beginning of part 
I of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
inserting after the item relating to chapter 117 
the following new items:

‘‘117A. Transportation of minors in 
circumvention of certain laws re-
lating to abortion ......................... 2431

‘‘117B. Child interstate abortion noti-
fication ........................................ 2432’’.

SEC. 5. SEVERABILITY AND EFFECTIVE DATE. 
(a) The provisions of this Act shall be sever-

able. If any provision of this Act, or any appli-
cation thereof, is found unconstitutional, that 
finding shall not affect any provision or appli-
cation of the Act not so adjudicated. 

(b) The provisions of this Act shall take effect 
upon enactment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. No amend-
ment to the committee amendment is 
in order except those printed in House 
Report 109–56. Each amendment may be 
offered only in the order printed in the 
report, by a Member designated in the 
report, shall be considered read, shall 
be debatable for the time specified in 
the report, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for a division of the question. 

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 1 printed in House Report 
109–56. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. SCOTT OF 
VIRGINIA 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. SCOTT of 
Virginia:

Page 4, after line 11, insert the following:
(3) The prohibitions of this section do not 

apply with respect to conduct by taxicab 
drivers, bus drivers, nurses, medical pro-
viders or others in the business of profes-
sional transport.

Redesignate succeeding subsections ac-
cordingly. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 236, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 10 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, the bill makes it a 
Federal crime to transport a minor 
across State lines with the intent that 
the minor obtain an abortion if the pa-
rental-involvement laws of the State 
were circumvented. 

Now, transport is not defined in the 
bill. But it obviously includes taxicabs, 
buses, ambulance drivers and others 
that may transport a minor across 
State lines to get an abortion or return 
from an abortion under the bill. And it 
makes them criminals for the simple 
task of doing their job, transporting 
someone between two places. 

Now, the bill also makes conspiracy 
and accessory after the fact criminal 
violations, so a nurse or receptionist or 
sorority sister who calls the cab could 
also be prosecuted for the Federal 
crime. 

That is why, Mr. Chairman, I have 
introduced the amendment, which says 
that the prohibitions of this section do 
not apply with respect to the conduct 
of taxicab drivers, bus drivers, nurses, 
medical providers or others in the busi-
ness of professional transport. 

Now, even if a prosecutor uses com-
monsense prosecutorial discretion and 
does not prosecute a cab driver or a so-
rority sister in this situation, there are 
other problems with the bill, because a 
technical violation of the bill, such as 
one committed by the taxicab driver, 
automatically exposes that taxicab 
driver or the sorority sister who calls 
the cab, did not even go on the trip, to 
civil liability. That means that the 
parents can sue them for what they 
did. 

The civil liability provisions of the 
bill create a blanket Federal cause of 
action for a parent that suffers ‘‘legal 
harm,’’ compounding the massive in-
timidation effects of the bill. Based on 
the language of the bill, the cab driver, 
receptionist, sorority sister could be 
held civilly liable for helping to pro-
vide safe and legal transportation as-
sistance to the minor. 

Moreover, based on the agency prin-
ciples, not only is the cab driver ex-
posed to civil liability, but the entire 
cab company is similarly exposed. 

Now, you may say that the cab driver 
probably did not know. But what hap-
pens when the passenger gets into the 
cab and says, take me to the abortion 
clinic which happens to be across State 
lines. And during the trip, he hears the 
minor discuss with a friend where she 
is going and why. It becomes clear 
what the deal is. 

Now, in prior discussions with the 
amendment, it has been suggested that 
the bill will immunize someone who 
may be a taxicab driver and also a sex-
ual predator. 

Let us not insult each other. If some-
one is a sexual predator, and the pros-
ecutor evidence of that, this will be the 
last code section that they will be 
looking at because these are mis-
demeanors. The code is full of felonies 
for sexual predators. 
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And so if the parent finds out that 

the minor went across State lines by 
taxicab and gets mad, and the child has 
to explain what happened, how they 
got to the clinic, and what was said in 
the cab, obviously, the parent can sue 
the cab driver.

b 1715 

Now, an overwhelming portion of mi-
nors already discuss the situation with 
their parents. This will not reduce teen 
pregnancy. This will not increase the 
number of children that discuss the sit-
uation with their parents. This will 
make no exceptions for dysfunctional 
families. It will just make criminals 
out of friends and relatives and allow 
the parents to sue them. 

I just do not think, Mr. Chairman, 
that the taxicab drivers ought to get 
caught up in that controversy and that 
is why I hope the amendment is adopt-
ed. 

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my team. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
GILLMOR). The gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
should be defeated for a number of rea-
sons, most specifically of which, it is 
once again drafted overly broadly and 
will allow the immunization of people 
who really are a part of a scheme to 
transport people across State lines in 
violation of a State parental involve-
ment law. 

The amendment would allow the cre-
ation of an entire for-profit, interstate 
taxicab network specifically designed 
to thwart State parental notification 
laws. For example, we heard from the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
SMITH) that there are ads in the Penn-
sylvania Yellow Pages for abortion 
clinics in New Jersey, since New Jersey 
does not have a parental notification 
or involvement law but Pennsylvania 
does. 

So if this amendment were adopted, 
an ad could advertise the abortion clin-
ic in New Jersey and then have a phone 
number of a cab company that is under 
contract with that New Jersey abor-
tion clinic to pick up the minor and 
cross the State line for the abortion. 
And I do not think that is what we 
want to foster with this amendment. 

The allegations that taxicab drivers 
would be inadvertently caught up 
under this bill I think is misstated. 
They are not generally liable under the 
bill which allows for the conviction of 
an individual who knowingly trans-
ports a minor across State lines with 
the intent that such an individual ob-
tain an abortion. Although a taxicab 
driver or a bus driver or whoever may 
have the knowledge that the minor 
that he or she is transporting will ob-

tain an abortion as soon as she arrives 
at her destination, his or her intent is 
not that the minor obtain the abortion. 
Rather, it is to transport the minor to 
the destination of choice, whether it is 
an abortion clinic or a shopping mall. 

In other words, the taxicab driver’s 
reason for transporting the minor is to 
receive the fare, not to ensure that he 
or that she obtain an abortion. So a 
taxicab driver will generally not have 
the requisite criminal intent necessary 
for prosecution under the bill. 

On the other hand, there are some in-
stances in which the taxicab driver 
does have such criminal intent; and 
this amendment, if adopted, would 
mean that even if they had that intent 
they could not be prosecuted. The driv-
er may have the intent that a minor 
obtain an abortion across State lines 
perhaps because the minor has been the 
victim of statutory rape at the hands 
of the cab driver himself and he wants 
to erase any evidence of his impreg-
nating her. 

This amendment, if adopted, will 
allow such misconduct and that is 
wrong. A taxicab license should not be 
a license to commit crimes and avoid 
prosecution. 

The amendment should be defeated 
for reasons I have stated. It seeks to 
address a problem that does not exist, 
and, in doing so, opens a huge loophole 
that can be exploited by those who 
would seek to keep parents in the dark 
and conceal criminal misconduct. I 
urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, how much time do I have remain-
ing? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) has 6 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. CROWLEY). 

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the Scott amendment and 
in opposition to H.R. 748. I commend 
the work of my colleagues, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. SLAUGH-
TER) and the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado (Ms. DEGETTE) in the work on this 
bill as well. 

Here we go again. The party that 
talks about States rights is stepping on 
the rights of States. The party that 
talks about family values wants to put 
Grandma and Aunt Jane in jail. 

Supporters of this bill argue that it 
will help reduce the number of abor-
tions in this country or protect the 
health and well-being of our Nation’s 
youth and families. But while these 
types of bills may look good for poli-
tics for some, they make very bad pol-
icy for all. 

It is sad that the U.S. has the highest 
rates of teen pregnancy in the western 
civilized world, and I think everyone 
here agrees that we should take steps 
to counter that. That is why we should 
support programs that improve the 

health of our young people, improve 
communication among families, pre-
vent teen pregnancy and reduce the 
number of abortions. 

Fortunately, these programs like 
those under Title X do exist. Unfortu-
nately, these programs are not what we 
are focusing on here today. Congress 
should work to find common ground on 
real solutions to problems of unin-
tended pregnancies and abortions. 
Funding for programs like Title X is 
one way to reduce abortions. Passage 
of H.R. 748 is not, and I urge a ‘‘no’’ 
vote. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT). 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me time. 

This amendment, as the chairman 
previously indicated, is just unneces-
sary. If you go to the language of the 
bill itself, it indicates it is essentially 
illegal to knowingly transport a minor 
across the State line with the intent 
that such minor obtain an abortion, 
and so on. 

Now, clearly the taxicab driver’s in-
tent is to obtain the fare, not that the 
young girl receive an abortion. So this 
is really unnecessary. I might add, dur-
ing the course of this debate we have 
heard a number of things. We had 
heard that parents, for example, that a 
girl is not protected under this pro-
posed bill because perhaps there is a 
case of incest; perhaps the father is the 
one that actually was responsible for 
the girl becoming pregnant. Judicial 
bypass, as we all know, as it does under 
the various State laws, protects that 
particular situation so that is really 
not an issue. 

I think the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HYDE) was exactly right when he 
said that in essence when you have 
somebody secreting a girl who is preg-
nant to have a secret abortion in an-
other State, that is an assault on the 
family, and that is what we are trying 
to prevent. 

Again, the parents are in the best po-
sition to be able to determine what is 
in the best interest of that child. 

Finally, I just wanted to say we have 
heard this bill, which I think is a very 
good pill and has passed in this House 
three times before, we have heard it 
called by some folks on the other side 
ludicrous, laughable, cruel; but I just 
might note that the last time this bill 
was before this House, 58 Democrats, 58 
folks on the other side of the aisle 
voted for this bill. And so that is a lit-
tle more than 1 in 4 supported this bill. 

I think it is great legislation. I am 
very pleased we will once again take it 
up.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), 
the ranking member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
grateful to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT) who has been very 
careful about what he has said and 

VerDate jul 14 2003 04:43 Apr 28, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00056 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K27AP7.107 H27PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2609April 27, 2005
written about this bill, and his amend-
ment is very thoughtful. 

Now, for anybody that thinks this is 
the same bill you have voted on three 
times, I want to tell you it is not. This 
bill goes far further and federalizes 
more things than any of the legislation 
we have ever had. And as the bill is 
drafted now, and as the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) has per-
ceived, anyone involved in any way 
with the transportation of a minor 
would have violated the law if they 
were going to get an abortion, whether 
he knows it or not. 

That is because the bill does not re-
quire proof of any intent to avoid State 
parental consent laws. Just simply 
transporting a minor, a driver, a taxi 
man, a bus driver, a family member, 
could be jailed up to a year or fined, or 
both. The same applies to emergency 
medical personnel. 

As the gentlewoman pointed out, 
doctors who may be aware that they 
are taking a minor across State lines 
to obtain an abortion but would have 
no choice if a medical emergency was 
occurring, what about the Supreme 
Court requirement for medical emer-
gencies for abortion? Does that not 
mean anything to anybody here? 

Similarly, a nurse at a clinic just 
providing directions to a minor or her 
driver could be convicted as an acces-
sory. We have never had that in the 
bills before us before. A doctor who 
procures a ride home for a minor and a 
person accompanying her because of 
car troubles, coupled with the minor’s 
expressed fear of calling her parents for 
assistance, could be convicted as an ac-
cessory after the fact. A sibling of the 
minor who merely agrees to transport 
a minor across States lines without 
knowledge of any intent to evade the 
resident State’s parental consent or 
notification laws could be thrown in 
jail and convicted of a conspiracy to 
violate the statute. 

Let us pass this amendment that 
brings just a little bit of humanity 
back into a very mean-spirited bill. We 
need this amendment to protect these 
individuals who are innocently swept 
into the young woman’s abortion act 
and are not made innocent victims of 
the law. 

Support the Scott amendment. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-

man, I am prepared to close if the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) has 
no further speakers. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, let me read the opera-
tive language of the bill. ‘‘Whoever 
knowingly transports a minor across a 
State line with the intent that such 
minor obtain an abortion,’’ clearly cov-
ers a taxicab driver who knows where 
he is going and has heard the discus-
sion behind him. 

I just do not think the bill ought to 
apply to the taxicab driver. If the oth-
ers do not think it applies, then just 
pass the amendment. I think it is a 

commonsense amendment. The taxicab 
driver ought not get caught up into an 
interfamily dispute over who did what 
and he get sued and the cab company 
get sued because he did not know it 
was illegal to take the fare to the near-
est abortion clinic which happened to 
be across the State line. 

The taxicab driver could clearly 
know and he could hear the discussion 
about where they were going and why. 
That would make him guilty, the taxi-
cab company guilty, the sorority sister 
that called the taxicab guilty for con-
spiracy. 

This is a commonsense amendment. I 
do not think the taxicab driver ought 
to be part of this discussion, ought not 
be sued by a mad parent, and I hope we 
will adopt the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, one standard element 
of obtaining a criminal conviction is 
that the defendant has the appropriate 
criminal intent. 

Now, under the bill without the Scott 
amendment, if the taxicab driver does 
not have the criminal intent which in-
cludes knowledge of what is going on, 
then the taxicab driver and the com-
pany cannot be convicted. If they do 
have the criminal intent to evade a 
State parental involvement law, then 
they ought to be convicted of trans-
porting the minor across the State 
line. 

What the Scott amendment does is 
effectively immunize transporters who 
have criminal intent, and that is why 
the amendment ought to be defeated. I 
urge the membership to vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The ques-
tion is on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) will be postponed.

b 1730 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
GILLMOR). It is now in order to consider 
amendment No. 2 printed in House Re-
port 109–56. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-
LEE OF TEXAS 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Ms. JACKSON-
LEE of Texas:

Page 4, after line 11, insert the following:

‘‘(3) The prohibition of subsection (a) does 
not apply with respect to conduct by a 
grandparent of the minor or clergy person. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 236, the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) and the 
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER) each will control 10 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, before yielding to the co-
sponsor of this legislation, I yield 30 
seconds to the distinguished gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I support the amendment, but I 
also wanted to point out that at the 
end of the last debate the chairman of 
the committee suggested that there 
needs to be a criminal intent for the 
evasion of the parental consent laws, 
but we do not need intent for that. If, 
in fact, you have circumvented the pa-
rental consent laws, then there is a 
violation. You do not even have to 
know you violated them if, in fact, you 
did; and I think the chairman would 
acknowledge that. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 31⁄2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentleman from New 
York (Mr. NADLER), the ranking mem-
ber of the subcommittee. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to be offering this amendment 
with my good friend, the gentlewoman 
from Texas. 

Mr. Chairman, this is one of the 
amendments that the committee re-
port lied about. This amendment would 
prevent terrible and, I assume, unin-
tended injustices. The amendment cre-
ates an exception to the provisions 
that make it a crime to accompany a 
minor across State lines who is seeking 
abortion services if the person accom-
panying the minor is a grandparent or 
a member of the clergy. 

These are responsible adults to whom 
young people often turn when they are 
in trouble and cannot go to their par-
ents. In an ideal world, that would 
never happen; but where that is the 
case, where they feel they cannot turn 
to their parents, I think we want our 
young people to able to turn to a 
grandparent or their minister, priest, 
or rabbi. 

At the very least, I do not think 
Members want to put grandmothers 
and members of the clergy behind bars 
simply because they did not want to 
leave a young person alone and unaided 
during a very difficult moment. 

Do we really want to put grand-
mothers and clergy in jail? Surely the 
supporters of this bill would not want 
to put a grandmother or reverend in 
jail who is only trying to help a minor. 

I know they argue that the evil abor-
tion providers are spiriting them away, 
but we are not talking about if that 
ever occurred. We are talking about 
the grandmother of the minor. We are 
talking about the trusted minister, 
priest, or rabbi of the minor whom she 
seeks out and confides in. 
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The opponents of this amendment 

have argued that it is the fundamental 
right of a parent to be involved in any 
decision concerning the pregnancy of 
their child. This is certainly true. 

But in the real world, there are situa-
tions where it is impossible for a minor 
to tell a parent about a pregnancy, for 
instance, in cases of incest, where the 
parents physically abuse their children 
or in the case that I mentioned while 
in general debate of the young 13-year-
old girl whose father had raped her, 
found out she was pregnant, and mur-
dered her. In these cases, a minor needs 
to be able to turn to a responsible 
adult, such as a grandparent or a cler-
gy member, for assistance. We should 
not criminalize this assistance. We 
should not be throwing caring grand-
mothers, grandparents, or ministers in 
jail. 

Now, it may be that a properly draft-
ed amendment that would say if it was 
a ring of people doing this for money, 
maybe that would be reasonable, but 
not a grandparent or a clergy member 
who was helping a young person in 
trouble. 

Some have argued that we should de-
feat this amendment because there are 
cases, albeit few and isolated, where a 
grandparent or a member of the clergy 
may be a sexual predator. Sadly, this is 
true sometimes. Thankfully, it is rare-
ly true. It is also true that sometimes 
a parent is a sexual predator, and this 
bill not only does not protect the 
minor in those cases. It requires the 
doctor to ring the sexual predator’s 
doorbell to tell him what is going on, 
and it gives the sexual predator the 
ability to sue the doctor. That is what 
the bill does. 

Even with this exception, with the 
exception in this amendment, any sex-
ual predator will still face the full 
force of the law. Those crimes can, and 
should still, be punished. This amend-
ment in no way shields these criminals 
from the consequences of their acts. It 
does, however, protect caring grand-
parents and clergy from going to jail 
just because they cared enough about a 
young person to stand with them in a 
difficult time. 

Mr. Chairman, it should be the duty 
of the government and Congress to pro-
vide help to young women in these try-
ing times, not to make life more dif-
ficult than it needs to be.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve my time. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I am the only speaker on this 
amendment, and I will reserve my time 
so I can close. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS), 
the distinguished ranking member. 
And may I ask how much time is re-
maining. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) 
has 6 minutes remaining, and the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) is 
recognized for 2 minutes. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to thank the gentlewoman from Texas, 
whose amendment, with the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. NADLER), helps to 
bring a little sensitivity, a little care, 
understanding, concern about the 
awful problem behind the necessity 
that is thought to be needed for this 
bill. 

The Jackson-Lee/Nadler amendment 
seeks to give the young women who are 
already in desperate situations an op-
portunity to turn to a trusted adult. 
Specifically, it creates an exception for 
grandparents and clergy members from 
civil or criminal liability. 

Now, one could almost, in a more ra-
tional circumstance, ask who could be 
against that. The alternative to this, 
without this amendment, would be to 
leave the young women at the mercy of 
their peers and adults who do not have 
their best interests at heart or leave 
them alone. 

So the amendment is absolutely 
vital. Even further, some young women 
justifiably fear they would be phys-
ically abused if forced to disclose their 
pregnancy to their parents. Nearly one-
third of minors who choose not to con-
sult with their parents have experi-
enced violence in their family or feared 
violence or feared being forced to leave 
home. So enacting this legislation and 
forcing young women in these cir-
cumstances to notify their parents of 
their pregnancies will only exacerbate 
the dangerous cycle of violence in dys-
functional families. 

This is the lesson of Spring Adams, 
an Idaho teenager who was shot to 
death by her father after he learned she 
was planning to terminate a pregnancy 
he caused. It is clear that when a 
young woman believes that she cannot 
involve her parents in her decision to 
terminate a pregnancy, the law cannot 
mandate healthy, open family commu-
nications. 

I urge my colleagues to support 
Jackson-Lee/Nadler. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY). 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, in an 
ideal world, teens would talk to their 
parents if they found themselves preg-
nant. I guess some would even go so far 
as to say, in an ideal world, our teens 
would not be having sex at all; but let 
us face it, that is not the world we live 
in. Many teenagers would do anything 
not to tell their parents about an unin-
tended pregnancy, even if it means put-
ting their own life in jeopardy. 

Make no mistake, I strongly support 
measures that will help foster healthy 
relationships between parents and 
their children; but those out there who 
believe this is a good, family-friendly 
bill are out of touch with reality. 

This bill is not going to encourage 
teens to talk to their parents. It is not 
going to curb abortion. Rather, this 
bill will only encourage young girls to 
seek unsafe, illegal abortions. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
amendment; vote against H.R. 748. 

I thank the gentlewoman very much 
for yielding time to me.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
the time. 

I thank the distinguished gentle-
woman for her leadership. I thank the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. NAD-
LER) for his leadership, and I thank 
him very much for the fight that he 
has put forward for a fair and balanced 
response to what could be a very tragic 
set of circumstances. 

I am delighted to follow the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
because I want to reinforce the fact 
that we want healthy relationships be-
tween parents. We want a young 
woman to be able, a girl, a minor to be 
able to consult with her parents in a 
prayerful manner with her clergy and 
with her physician in this potentially 
tragic set of circumstances. 

But allow me to read into the RECORD 
a circumstance that does occur in 
America. In Idaho, a 13-year-old girl 
named Spring Adams was shot to death 
by her father after he learned that she 
planned to terminate her pregnancy 
caused by his acts of incest. Might I re-
peat it again, Mr. Chairman, by his 
acts of incest. One more time. By his 
acts of incest. 

This is what the debate is about. This 
particular legislation, although it may 
be well intended, does not have an ex-
emption for incest, does not have an 
exemption for incest. The amendments 
that my colleagues offered in the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary all went to the 
idea of providing the greater safety for 
this minor, not to eliminate the re-
sponsibility of a parent, nor to elimi-
nate the relationship between parent 
and child. 

Let me for the record, as the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER) 
did indicate in his remarks, that the 
amendment that I offered in the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary did not exempt 
sexual predators, and I am so terribly 
offended and offended for this institu-
tion for the untruths that were re-
ported in the report language. 

The Jackson-Lee amendment that of-
fered to include aunts, uncles and cous-
ins and godparents to be able to pro-
vide counsel to that minor was to 
speak to the question of incest, in case 
a parent was engaged in incest. Unfor-
tunately, we could not get our col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle to 
understand the clarity of trying to pro-
vide an additional person cover, coun-
sel if you will, so that if the parent per-
petrated incest, that child had some-
where to go. 

The untruth of the representation in 
the report language needs to be quali-
fied and corrected. I hope my col-
leagues will see fit very shortly to have 
that corrected; but I would simply say 
that H.R. 748, as it is drafted, does not 
provide protection for that minor 
child. 

Our amendment, the Nadler/Jackson-
Lee amendment, allows for the grand-
parent and the clergy to be exempted 
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from being sued by the parents when 
they can stand instead to provide coun-
sel, religious counsel, social counsel, 
comfort counsel to that minor child; 
and that they should be subjected to a 
lawsuit by a parent who may have per-
petrated incest is an insult and a trav-
esty. 

This legislation will not improve 
family communication or help young 
women facing crisis pregnancies. We 
all hope that loving parents will be in-
volved in their daughters’ lives, and I 
will tell my colleagues that 61 percent 
seek counsel. Ninety-three percent who 
do not get counsel from their parent do 
seek to from a close associate, friend, 
grandparent. 

It is important, even in the absence 
of laws mandating parental involve-
ment, many young women do turn to 
their parents. I would argue that this is 
a poorly drafted legislative initiative. I 
would ask my colleagues to support 
this amendment because there is no in-
cest exemption.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to offer and support an 
amendment on which my colleague from New 
York, Mr. NADLER has joined me. 

My amendment, in particular, made no men-
tion of sexual predators. One can infer virtually 
anything about amendments until they are 
taken into context. In fact, one can infer a 
myriad of negative things from what is not in-
cluded in the base legislation. The report was, 
frankly, ludicrous as to this matter. We must 
take it upon ourselves to accurately interpret 
our colleagues’ amendments; lest we turn our-
selves into a body of mud-slinging, vindictive 
individuals. 

As Chair of the Children’s Caucus, the re-
port has risen to an inflammatory inference 
that must be corrected because justice re-
quires it. However, one thing about this debate 
is different. The unprofessional way in which 
our committee colleagues have elected to re-
port out the amendments that were offered by 
Mr. SCOTT, Mr. NADLER, and me has morphed 
from the simple reiteration of the precise idea 
of the amendment two years ago when we 
last debated this to an abomination that in-
sinuates that our amendments would protect 
sexual predators. As my colleague and partner 
in offering the amendment I will present today 
stated before the Committee on Rules, our 
committee colleagues have behaved in an un-
fair manner and have made a clear partisan 
attack when the lives of minor females are at 
stake. 

The Child Interstate Abortion Notification Act 
(CIANA), while good in its intention, was writ-
ten with several areas of vagueness, overly 
punitive nature, and constitutional violations 
that very much deserve debate in order to 
save lives and to obviate the need for piles 
upon piles of legal pleadings. 

The mandatory parental-involvement laws 
already create a draconian framework under 
which a young woman loses many of her civil 
rights. My state, Texas, is one of 23 states 
(AL, AZ, AR, GA, IN, KS, KY, LA, MA, MI, 
MN, MS, MO, NE, ND, PA, RI, SD, TN, UT, 
TX, VA, WY) that follows old provisions of the 
‘‘Child Custody Protection Act’’ which make it 
a federal crime for an adult to accompany a 
minor across state lines for abortion services 
if a woman comes from a state with a strict 
parental-involvement mandate. There are 10 

states (CO, DE, IA, ME, MD, NC, OH, SC, WI, 
WV) that are ‘‘non-compliant,’’ or require some 
parental notice but other adults may be noti-
fied, may give consent, or the requirement 
may be waived by a health care provider in 
lieu of the parental consent. Finally, there are 
17 states (AK, CA, CT, DC, FL, ID, IL, MT, 
NV, NH, NJ, NM, NY, OK, OR, VT, WA) that 
have no law restricting a woman’s access to 
abortion in this case. The base bill, if passed, 
would take away the States’ rights to make 
their own determination as to legislating the 
abortion issue for minors with respect to pa-
rental notification. 

Our amendment to the Child Interstate 
Abortion Notification Act, would change the 
prohibitions to exempt grandparents of the 
minor or clergy persons. This must be done 
because some minors want the counsel of a 
responsible adult, and are unable to turn to 
their parents. In Idaho, a 13 year old girl 
named Spring Adams was shot to death by 
her father after he learned that she planned to 
terminate a pregnancy caused by his acts of 
incest. This is an exact situation where the 
help of a grandparent or clergy would have 
been more helpful. Spring Adams may still be 
with us today if she could have found some-
one more compassionate and caring to con-
fide in. 

H.R. 748, as drafted, will not improve family 
communication or help young women facing 
crisis pregnancies. We all hope that loving 
parents will be involved when their daughter 
faces a crisis pregnancy. Every parent hopes 
that a child confronting a crisis will seek the 
advice and counsel of those who care for her 
most and know her best. In fact, even in the 
absence of laws mandating parental involve-
ment, many young women do turn to their par-
ents when they are considering an abortion. 
One study found that 61 percent of parents in 
states without mandatory parental consent or 
notice laws knew of their daughter’s preg-
nancy. 

Unfortunately, some young women cannot 
involve their parents because they come from 
homes where physical violence or emotional 
abuse is prevalent or because their preg-
nancies are the result of incest. In these situa-
tions, the government cannot force healthy 
family communication where it does not al-
ready exist—and attempts to do so can have 
tragic consequences for some girls. 

Major medical associations—including the 
American Medical Association, the American 
College of Obstetricians and Gynecologists, 
the American College of Physicians, and the 
American Public Health Association—all have 
longstanding policies opposing mandatory pa-
rental-involvement laws because of the dan-
gers they pose to young women and the need 
for confidential access to physicians. These 
physicians see young ladies on a daily basis 
and hear their stories. They would not protest 
this law unless they felt there were severe 
stakes. 

CIANA criminalizes caring adults—including 
grandparents of the minor, who attempt to as-
sist young women facing crisis pregnancies. In 
one study, 93 percent of minors who did not 
involve a parent in their decision to obtain an 
abortion were still accompanied by someone 
to the doctor’s office. If CIANA becomes law, 
a person could be prosecuted for accom-
panying a minor to a neighboring state, even 
if that person does not intend, or even know, 
that the parental-involvement law of the state 

of residence has not been followed. Although 
legal abortion is very safe, it is typically advis-
able to accompany any patient undergoing 
even minor surgery. Without the Jackson Lee-
Nadler Amendment, a grandmother could be 
subject to criminal charges for accompanying 
her granddaughter to an out-of-state facility—
even if the facility was the closest to the 
young woman’s home and they were not at-
tempting to evade a parental involvement law. 

In a statement given by Dr. Warren Seigel, 
a member of the Physician for Reproductive 
Choice and Health, to the House Judiciary 
Subcommittee on the Constitution, he says ‘‘I 
recognize that parents ideally should be—and 
usually are—involved in health decisions re-
garding their children. However, the Child 
Interstate Abortion Notification Act does noth-
ing to promote such communication. Instead, 
CIANA places incredible burdens on both 
young women and physicians; infringes on the 
rights of adolescents to health care that does 
not violate their safety and health; makes car-
ing family, friends and doctors criminals; and 
could be detrimental to the health and emo-
tional well-being of all patients.’’ 

Although this legislation is supposedly 
aimed at increasing parent-child communica-
tion, the government cannot mandate healthy 
families and, indeed, it is dangerous to at-
tempt to do so. Research has shown that the 
overwhelming majority of adolescents already 
tell their parents before receiving an abortion. 
In fact, the younger the woman is, the more 
likely she is to tell her parent. The American 
Academy of Pediatrics, a national medical or-
ganization representing the 60,000 physician 
leaders in pediatric medicine—of which I am a 
member and leader—has adopted the fol-
lowing statement regarding mandatory paren-
tal notification: 

Adolescents should be strongly encouraged 
to involve their parents and other trusted 
adults in decisions regarding pregnancy termi-
nation, and the majority of them voluntarily do 
so. Legislation mandating parental involve-
ment does not achieve the intended benefit of 
promoting family communication, but it does 
increase the risk of harm to the adolescent by 
delaying access to appropriate medical care. 

It is important to consider why a minority of 
young women cannot inform their parents. The 
threat of physical or emotional abuse upon 
disclosure of the pregnancy to their parents or 
a pregnancy that is the result of incest make 
it impossible for these adolescents to inform 
their parents. My amendment would allow 
other trusted adults to be a part of this proc-
ess. Support the Jackson Lee-Nadler amend-
ment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself the time given to 
me in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, first, both sections of 
the bill do provide an exception for in-
cest, and all of the arguments that 
have been made to the contrary are 
simply not correct. 

Furthermore, this amendment should 
be defeated because it would codify the 
circumvention of parental involvement 
when the overwhelming majority of 
Americans support parental involve-
ment. In some polls, over 80 percent of 
the public supports parental involve-
ment. As recently as March 2005, 75 
percent of over 1,500 registered voters 
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surveyed favored requiring parental no-
tification before a minor gets an abor-
tion, and only 18 percent opposed pa-
rental notification.

b 1745 

Under current law, grandparents and 
clergy do not have the authority to au-
thorize a medical procedure for a 
minor child, or even ear piercings or 
the dispensing of aspirin at schools. So 
why should such a fundamental paren-
tal right be thrown aside for the abor-
tion procedure alone? This amendment 
would sever the essential parent-child 
relationship. Grandparents and unde-
fined clergy are not parents. It is that 
simple. 

It is instructive that the Supreme 
Court has always held that the impor-
tant duty to ensure and provide for the 
care and nurture of minor children lies 
only with the parents, a conclusion 
which arises from the traditional legal 
recognition that ‘‘the natural bounds 
of affection lead parents to act in the 
best interest of their children.’’ That 
was Parham v. J.R., 1979, of the Su-
preme Court. And as Justices O’Con-
nor, Kennedy, and Souter observed in 
Planned Parenthood v. Casey, parental 
consent and notification laws related 
to abortions are ‘‘based on the quite 
reasonable assumption that minors 
will benefit from consultation with 
their parents and that children will 
often not realize that their parents 
have their best interests at heart.’’ 

Significantly for CIANA, the Su-
preme Court recently struck down a 
Washington State visitation law under 
which grandparents were granted visi-
tation of their grandchildren over the 
objection of the children’s mother. 
That State visitation law was struck 
down precisely because it failed to pro-
vide special protection for the funda-
mental right of parents to control with 
whom their children associate. 

The amendment also excludes from 
the bill any clergy, and the amendment 
leaves the word ‘‘clergy’’ undefined. 
Just last year, one State court omi-
nously described the dangers of using 
the term ‘‘clergy’’ in the law without 
providing any clear definition. That 
court stated, ‘‘Almost anyone in a reli-
gious organization willing to offer 
what purports to be spiritual advice 
would qualify for clergy status.’’ That 
is Waters v. O’Connor, 2004, the Court 
of Appeals of Arizona. That means that 
under this amendment, an impression-
able and vulnerable minor could be sex-
ually exploited by a cultist and the 
cultist could escape liability and pros-
ecution under this legislation because 
the cultist claims clergy status. 

In fact, when the Federal Rules of 
Evidence were being debated in Con-
gress, Congress specifically rejected 
using the word clergy in those rules. 
Doing so would have invited courts, 
just as this amendment would, to allow 
all matter of cult figures to fall under 
the term. 

Parents, and not anyone else, know 
and can provide their dependent minor 

children’s complete and accurate med-
ical histories. Before children undergo 
medical procedures, parents are re-
quired to provide this critical informa-
tion. Without that medical history, an 
abortion could be devastating to a 
child’s health. 

As the Supreme Court has made 
clear, ‘‘the medical, emotional, and 
psychological consequences of an abor-
tion are serious and can be lasting. An 
adequate medical and psychological 
case history is important to the physi-
cian. Parents can provide medical and 
psychological data, refer the physician 
to other sources of medical history, 
such as family physicians, and author-
ize family physicians to give relevant 
data.’’ That is H.L. v. Matheson, 1981. 

And in addressing the right of par-
ents to direct the medical care of their 
children, the Supreme Court has stat-
ed, ‘‘Our jurisprudence historically has 
reflected western civilization concepts 
of the family as a unit with broad pa-
rental authority over minor children. 
Our cases have consistently followed 
that course; our constitutional system 
has long rejected any notion that a 
child is a mere creature of the State.’’ 
And, on the contrary, asserted that 
parents generally ‘‘have the right, cou-
pled with the high duty, to recognize 
and prepare their children for addi-
tional obligations. Surely this includes 
the high duty to recognize symptoms 
of illness and to seek and follow med-
ical advice. The law’s concept of the 
family rests on a presumption that par-
ents possess what a child lacks in ma-
turity, experience, and capacity for 
judgment required for making life’s 
difficult decisions.’’ Parham v. J.R., 
1979. 

Parents, not grandparents or unde-
fined clergy, are legally, morally, and 
financially responsible for their chil-
dren’s follow-up medical care. If par-
ents are kept in the dark by others, 
they will not be able to recognize po-
tentially dangerous consequences of 
abortions. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to defend the integrity of the parent-
child relationship, which this amend-
ment does so much to undo; to protect 
the rights of young girls from potential 
medical harm by defeating this amend-
ment. Please vote ‘‘no.’’

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
GILLMOR). All time for debate on this 
amendment has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentlewoman from Texas 
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chairman announced that the noes 
appeared to have it. 

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. 
JACKSON-LEE) will be postponed. 

SEQUENTIAL VOTES POSTPONED IN COMMITTEE 
OF THE WHOLE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned in the following order: amend-
ment No. 1, offered by Mr. SCOTT of 
Virginia, and amendment No. 2, offered 
by Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. 

The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes 
the time for any electronic vote after 
the first vote. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. SCOTT OF 
VIRGINIA 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The pending 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on amendment No. 1 offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
SCOTT) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 179, noes 245, 
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 141] 

AYES—179

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Castle 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Emanuel 

Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kelly 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy 

McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Obey 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Simmons 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Spratt 
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Stark 
Strickland 
Sweeney 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 

Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 

Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—245

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Beauprez 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 

Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 

Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pascrell 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Saxton 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—10

Brown, Corrine 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
English (PA) 

Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Olver 
Pearce 

Rothman 
Westmoreland 
Wicker 

b 1817 

Mr. KING of Iowa changed his vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Messrs. ISRAEL, SCHWARZ of 
Michigan, LYNCH and MOORE of Kan-
sas changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to 
‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-

LEE OF TEXAS 

The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 
GILLMOR). The pending business is the 
demand for a recorded vote on the 
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. A recorded 
vote has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIRMAN. This will be 

a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 177, noes 252, 
not voting 5, as follows:

[Roll No. 142] 

AYES—177

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Barton (TX) 
Bass 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Castle 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dent 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 

Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Ford 
Frank (MA) 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kucinich 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Markey 

Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Simmons 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 

Tanner 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 

Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 

Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOES—252

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Beauprez 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 

Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 

Oberstar 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pascrell 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Saxton 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—5

Brown, Corrine 
Istook 

Rothman 
Westmoreland 

Wicker 
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b 1827 

Mr. SAXTON changed his vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded.
The Acting CHAIRMAN (Mr. 

GILLMOR). There being no further 
amendments, the question is on the 
committee amendment in the nature of 
a substitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. Under the 
rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
GILLMOR, Acting Chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration 
the bill (H.R. 748) to amend title 18, 
United States Code, to prevent the 
transportation of minors in circumven-
tion of certain laws relating to abor-
tion, and for other purposes, pursuant 
to House Resolution 236, he reported 
the bill back to the House with an 
amendment adopted by the Committee 
of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

The question is on the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. NADLER 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 
gentleman opposed to the bill? 

Mr. NADLER. Yes, Mr. Speaker, I am 
most certainly opposed to the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. NADLER moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 748 to the Committee on the Judiciary 
with instructions to report the same back to 
the House forthwith with the following 
amendment: 

Page 5, line 5, insert after ‘‘(a)’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘, other than a parent who caused 
the minor to become pregnant as a result of 
rape or incest’’. 

Page 9, line 2, insert after ‘‘(a)’’ the fol-
lowing: ‘‘, other than a parent who caused 
the minor to become pregnant as a result of 
rape or incest’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. NADLER) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, this bill 
allows a father to sue the person who 
accompanied the young woman or, if he 
did not receive the required notice, to 
sue the doctor who provided the abor-
tion even if he himself, the father, that 

is, caused the pregnancy by rape or in-
cest. 

If adopted, my motion to recommit 
would simply ensure that this right to 
sue does not extend to a parent who 
caused the pregnancy through rape or 
incest. The motion to recommit would 
ensure that this bill would not enable 
such rapists to profit from their wrong-
doing. 

I know the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) will say 
that the bill already prohibits suits by 
rapists, but the so-called prohibition in 
the bill applies only to suits against 
the doctor, not against the person who 
accompanied her, and even against the 
doctor only in the unlikely event that 
the minor declares the rape in a signed 
written statement to the doctor.

b 1830 
Aside from that exception, the rapist 

under this bill will profit from the 
newly established rights to sue the doc-
tor or the unlimited newly established 
right to sue the person who accom-
panied her. 

I cannot believe that any Member of 
this House, even those who support pa-
rental-consent laws, could really want 
to enable a criminal, a father who 
raped his daughter and caused the 
pregnancy, to be able to profit from his 
wrongdoing by suing doctors, grand-
mothers, and clergymen. This motion 
would correct this obvious mistake; 
and I think, or at least I hope, that the 
sponsors of this bill would agree that 
this amendment should be adopted. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been a great 
deal of loose talk over the last few days 
about sexual predators and the need to 
protect young women. We may not 
agree in this House on the best way to 
protect these young women, but we 
should all be able to agree that a father 
who rapes his daughter should not prof-
it from his crime. This bill as presently 
constituted gives him that power. The 
motion to recommit would take that 
ability away from him and would do 
nothing else at all. 

The motion to recommit simply says 
a father who rapes his daughter or 
commits incest with her and causes 
that pregnancy cannot then sue some-
one who performs an abortion or who 
accompanies her to an abortion. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of 
my time to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. WATERS). 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of the motion to recommit with in-
structions. This motion is necessary in 
order to correct a glaring deficiency in 
H.R. 748. In its current form, H.R. 748 
would permit a parent who impreg-
nated his daughter nonetheless to 
bring an action under the bill against a 
health provider or a person accom-
panying a young girl across State lines 
for violation of the bill’s notification 
provisions when a young girl travels 
across State lines to seek an abortion. 

Mr. Speaker, this is about incest. My 
friends on the opposite side of the aisle 

would have you believe that there is an 
exception in this bill, that somehow 
they have taken care of this. It is not 
true. They have not made an exception 
for someone, a parent, that could now 
sue because the young girl did not 
come to them and get their permission, 
or if a person assisted this young girl, 
taking her across State lines. 

The Nadler-Waters motion to recom-
mit would prohibit a parent who 
caused his daughter’s pregnancy from 
bringing an action under the bill 
against a health care provider or any 
person accompanying the minor across 
State lines when that minor travels 
across State lines to obtain an abor-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, a parent who has mo-
lested his child and left her facing 
pregnancy should not be allowed to sue 
a medical care provider who aided this 
child in her moment of need or sue 
someone who accompanied his child 
across State lines to help her safely ad-
dress this tragic situation. Nor should 
that parent have any role in his daugh-
ter’s decision to seek an abortion, un-
less the daughter chooses to give her 
parent such a role. A person who has 
violated his daughter in such a horrible 
way simply must not be entitled to any 
relief. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support the motion to recommit H.R. 
748 to the Committee on the Judiciary 
with instructions so that, at the very 
least, the committee may correct the 
obvious miscarriage of justice that the 
bill produces in its current form. And if 
my colleagues on the opposite side of 
the aisle continue to insist that they 
made an exception, make them show it 
to you in the bill. Make them prove it 
to you. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I claim the time in opposition to 
the motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Wis-
consin is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, what the two proponents of the mo-
tion to recommit are arguing is some-
thing that simply is not going to hap-
pen. If the father of a young girl im-
pregnates her as a result of an inces-
tuous act, filing a lawsuit will expose 
that crime and the evidence that would 
have to be submitted by the defendants 
would end up very clearly showing that 
that father did commit a crime. 

What would happen as a result of this 
bill not passing, with or without the 
amendment, is that the father who did 
commit that crime of incest would 
want to destroy the evidence of that 
crime without alerting the authorities. 
This bill prevents that, and the bill re-
quires the alerting of appropriate au-
thorities to protect young girls from 
future abuse. 

Those who oppose this bill and are 
supporting this motion to recommit 
would doom the victims of rape and in-
cest to continued abuse. Supporters of 
this bill want to prevent that abuse 
from continuing. 
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Vote down the motion to recommit, 

and vote for the bill.
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 

of my time. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 

objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, on that I 
demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for electronic voting on the ques-
tion of passage. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 183, nays 
245, not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 143] 

YEAS—183

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Barrow 
Bass 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Bishop (NY) 
Blumenauer 
Boehlert 
Boswell 
Boucher 
Boyd 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Castle 
Chandler 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Gonzalez 

Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Harman 
Hastings (FL) 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Leach 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lynch 
Maloney 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 

Moran (VA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Obey 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reyes 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Simmons 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Strickland 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NAYS—245

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Beauprez 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boustany 
Bradley (NH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chocola 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Emerson 
English (PA) 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 

Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 

Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Paul 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Royce 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
Saxton 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Sodrel 
Souder 
Stearns 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOT VOTING—6

Bishop (GA) 
Brady (TX) 

Brown, Corrine 
Rothman 

Westmoreland 
Wicker 

b 1855 

Mr. COX and Ms. FOXX changed 
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The question is on the pas-
sage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 270, noes 157, 
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 144] 

AYES—270

Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baker 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Barton (TX) 
Beauprez 
Berry 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blackburn 
Blunt 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Calvert 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Cardoza 
Carter 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Cubin 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 
Diaz-Balart, M. 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English (PA) 

Etheridge 
Everett 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gillmor 
Gingrey 
Gohmert 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Hostettler 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Issa 
Istook 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Kanjorski 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kildee 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 

Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Marshall 
Matheson 
McCaul (TX) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McHenry 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Melancon 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller, Gary 
Mollohan 
Moran (KS) 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
Otter 
Oxley 
Pearce 
Pence 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Poe 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (GA) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Royce 
Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Salazar 
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Saxton 
Schwarz (MI) 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Skelton 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 

Souder 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 
Tancredo 
Tanner 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 

Tiberi 
Turner 
Upton 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Weldon (FL) 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Whitfield 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NOES—157

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baird 
Baldwin 
Bass 
Bean 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Biggert 
Bishop (NY) 
Boehlert 
Boucher 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (OH) 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Castle 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Conyers 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Emanuel 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fattah 
Filner 
Frank (MA) 
Gilchrest 
Gonzalez 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 

Harman 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hoyer 
Inslee 
Israel 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones (OH) 
Kaptur 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
Kirk 
Kucinich 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Markey 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCollum (MN) 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Menendez 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, George 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Nadler 
Napolitano 

Neal (MA) 
Olver 
Owens 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Shays 
Sherman 
Simmons 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Solis 
Stark 
Tauscher 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tierney 
Towns 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weiner 
Wexler 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 

NOT VOTING—7

Blumenauer 
Brown, Corrine 
Camp 

Rothman 
Westmoreland 
Wicker 

Wilson (NM) 

b 1903 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table.

b 1900 

PRIVILEGED REPORT ON RESOLU-
TION OF INQUIRY REQUESTING 
THE PRESIDENT TO TRANSMIT 
CERTAIN INFORMATION TO THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
RESPECTING A CLAIM MADE BY 
THE PRESIDENT ON FEBRUARY 
16, 2005, AT A MEETING IN 
PORTSMOUTH, NEW HAMPSHIRE, 
THAT THERE IS NOT A SOCIAL 
SECURITY TRUST 

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee 
on Ways and Means, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 109–58) together 
with dissenting views, on the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 170) of inquiry requesting 
the President to transmit certain in-
formation to the House of Representa-
tives respecting a claim made by the 
President on February 16, 2005, at a 
meeting in Portsmouth, New Hamp-
shire, that there is not a Social Secu-
rity trust, which was referred to the 
House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

AMENDING THE RULES OF THE 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
TO REINSTATE CERTAIN PROVI-
SIONS OF THE RULES RELATING 
TO PROCEDURES OF THE COM-
MITTEE ON STANDARDS OF OF-
FICIAL CONDUCT TO THE FORM 
IN WHICH THOSE PROVISIONS 
EXISTED AT THE CLOSE OF THE 
108th CONGRESS 

Mr. DREIER, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 109–59) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 241) providing for the adoption of 
the resolution (H. Res. 240) amending 
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives to reinstate certain provisions of 
the rules relating to procedures of the 
Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct to the form in which those 
provisions existed at the close of the 
108th Congress, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 241 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 241
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution, House Resolution 240 is hereby adopt-
ed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The question is, Will the 
House now consider House Resolution 
241. 

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the House agreed to consider House 
Resolution 241. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) is 
recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my very good 
friend from Rochester, New York, the 

distinguished ranking minority Mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules, the 
gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
SLAUGHTER), pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. Dur-
ing consideration of this resolution, all 
time yielded is for the purpose of de-
bate only. 

Mr. Speaker, this rule provides that 
upon its adoption, House Resolution 
240 will be adopted. This will take us 
back to the 108th Congress’s rules with 
regard to ethics, word for word, comma 
for comma, exactly the same rules that 
existed in the 108th Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, our Founding Fathers 
understood the need for Members to 
scrutinize the actions of their peers. I 
commend those who, over the years, 
have volunteered for service to the 
House as members of the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct. 

Mr. Speaker, the Father of our great 
Constitution, James Madison, in Fed-
eralist No. 57 said: ‘‘The aim of every 
political constitution is, or ought to 
be, first to obtain for rulers men who 
possess most wisdom to discern, and 
most virtue to pursue the common 
good of society; and in the next place, 
to take the most effectual precautions 
for keeping them virtuous whilst they 
continue to hold their public trust.’’ 

Now, it is not surprising that our 
Constitution contains in Article I, sec-
tion 5 the peer review requirements for 
each House of the Congress. Article 1, 
section 5 is as follows: ‘‘The House 
shall be the Judge of the Elections, Re-
turns and Qualifications of its own 
Members,’’ and ‘‘may punish its Mem-
bers for disorderly behavior.’’ 

Now, Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, we 
have recently seen that there are those 
who have wanted to use the ethics 
process for political purposes. At the 
start of the 109th Congress, our great 
Speaker, the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HASTERT), decided, along with the 
membership of the Republican Con-
ference and through a vote of the full 
House, to include reforms of the ethics 
process because we believed it was 
flawed and needed increased trans-
parency and accountability. Mr. Speak-
er, we still believe that. 

The reforms adopted at the start of 
the 109th Congress were an effort to ad-
dress the fairness of the ethics process. 

Now, as many of you know, the eth-
ics complaints filed at the end of the 
108th Congress placed Members in jeop-
ardy without any notice or opportunity 
for due process. That is not fair to any 
Member or to the institution itself. 

Speaker HASTERT justly has been 
concerned about the rights of every 
single Member of this institution on 
both sides of the aisle, and he has also 
been very concerned about the integ-
rity of this institution in the eyes of 
the American people. The Members of 
this great body and the American peo-
ple deserve a structure which provides 
due process in the area of ethics. 

Accordingly, we tried to take polit-
ical jeopardy out of the ethics process 
with our changes at the beginning of 
this Congress. 
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Now, Mr. Speaker, in spite of this on-

going issue with which we have had to 
contend, we are extraordinarily proud 
of the fact that we have been able to 
successfully get the work of the Amer-
ican people done. We have been doing 
the American people’s business with a 
great deal of success. We have engaged 
in a rigorous debate over ideas. 

In just the first few months of this 
year, the beginning of the 109th Con-
gress, we have shown strong bipartisan 
support, reaching across the aisle to 
Democrats and gaining support for 
funding for our troops, the energy bill, 
the highway bill, the Continuity of 
Congress bill, the border security issue, 
and other issues. And in the legislation 
that we just passed, 54 Democrats 
joined with Republicans to once again 
show that we are working in a bipar-
tisan way to get the work of the Amer-
ican people done. 

The fact is, the House needs an ethics 
committee, and today remains without 
one because, unfortunately, our friends 
on the other side of the aisle made a 
decision not to organize. 

Mr. Speaker, this House needs an 
ethics committee which can begin its 
work. Unfortunately, we have seen our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
choose not to organize the ethics com-
mittee. 

I will say that my very good friend, 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS), has worked valiantly to try 
and reach out and bring together bipar-
tisan compromise to ensure that the 
ethics committee can get down to work 
and do its business, so that it can, in 
fact, comply with Article I, section 5 of 
the Constitution; and it is a struggle 
which the gentleman has been involved 
in for the past several months. And un-
fortunately, the gentleman has not 
been as successful as he would like. 

We believe that with the action that 
we are about to take here today, that 
we can now move ahead with 
depoliticization of the ethics process 
and do the kinds of things that need to 
be done. 

Now, as I said, we stand by the rules 
changes that we proposed, that under-
score the importance of due process 
and underscore the importance of en-
suring that we have an ethics com-
mittee which can guarantee the rights 
of every individual in this institution. 
But I believe that it is even more im-
portant now for us to move back to the 
rules of the 108th Congress. Why? So 
that we can, in fact, let the gentleman 
from Washington (Chairman HASTINGS) 
and the gentleman from West Virginia 
(Mr. MOLLOHAN), the ranking member, 
and the other members of the ethics 
committee begin their work.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, this 
bill represents a true victory for the 

American people and provides some 
hope for the integrity of this body, 
which has been so badly tarnished by 
the actions of this majority that can 
one day be restored. 

As a child, my parents taught me 
that integrity means doing what is 
right when no one is looking. 

Well, 4 months ago when they 
thought no one was looking, the Re-
publican majority of this House passed 
a rules package that gutted the House 
ethics standards and effectively 
neutered the House ethics committee, 
a committee that genuinely worked 
well and that had not had a complaint 
for years. 

The changes were made in an obvious 
attempt to protect one man from fur-
ther prosecution or investigation by 
the ethics committee. Four months 
later, after the world has been awak-
ened to the unethical brand of sweep-
it-under-the-rug politics, the Speaker 
has finally relented to public pressure 
and agreed to reinstate the ethics rules 
that have governed the House for 
years, rules that should have been gov-
erning the House during the 109th Con-
gress from the very start. 

You know, it is easy to do the right 
thing when the whole world is watch-
ing, and today the whole world is 
watching. And it appears that the ma-
jority, with their back against the 
wall, may finally do the right thing. It 
appears as though they will heed the 
call of the minority and the call of 
America to reinstate the ethics com-
mittee. 

It appears they may heed the over-
whelming call to return to the rules of 
the 108th Congress. And not just a sec-
tion from part A, or a smidgeon of part 
B; but all of them. 

Even now, at this low point, there is 
concern that the rules changes the ma-
jority proposes today will not include 
measures to ensure that the staff of the 
ethics committee remain nonpartisan. 
That, Mr. Speaker, would be a tragedy. 
And it is crucial that they maintain a 
professional and nonpartisan staff if 
the ethics committee will retains any 
credibility moving forward. 

But even in defeat, it seems the ma-
jority has no shame. I will say that 
whatever the outcome today, they do 
not deserve a pat on the back for this 
apparent about-face. 

And as I said earlier, we should al-
ways remember, it is easier to make 
the right decision when the world is 
watching. But what defines our char-
acter is what we do when no one is 
watching. 

We saw clearly what this majority is 
all about. We have been witness to it 
for the past 4 months, and every day we 
discover new abuses of the rules by the 
Republican leadership and new abuses 
of the democratic process here in the 
House. Example: what happened in the 
report from the Judiciary Committee. 

All of us owe the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) a debt 
of gratitude for his resoluteness and 
steadfastness on this issue and for hav-

ing the courage to fight against this 
clear attempt by the majority to sub-
vert the democratic process and de-
stroy the principles of ethics and integ-
rity in the House. 

Let us hope that America will not 
soon forget what the majority did and 
the Herculean effort it has required to 
convince them to reverse course. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I have 
mentioned him several times in my re-
marks. I am now very pleased to yield 
4 minutes to my friend, the gentleman 
from Pasco, Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS), the hardworking member of 
the Committee on Ethics who actually 
chairs the committee and is ready to 
go to work. 

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to thank the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Rules Com-
mittee (Mr. DREIER) for his graceful 
words. And I want to say, Mr. Speaker, 
that no one has worked longer and 
harder over the years or devoted more 
personal energy to the critically im-
portant institutional issues of this 
House than the chairman of the Rules 
Committee, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER).

b 1915 
Those issues do not win you many 

headlines back home but they are abso-
lutely essential to our continuing abil-
ity to work in an effective bipartisan 
fashion history in the people’s House. 

So I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER) for his leadership 
in the past and his insistence in mov-
ing this resolution to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, I have introduced House 
Resolution 240 for one reason and one 
reason only: to restore a functioning 
ethics process here in the House. Re-
grettably, the Democrats have kept the 
Ethics Committee shut down now for 
more than 2 months. It simply must be 
restarted as soon as possible. 

Members will recall that in January 
as part of our opening day rules pack-
age for the 109th Congress, the Mem-
bers of this House adopted a series of 
much-needed ethics reforms. We adopt-
ed those reforms in order to ensure 
that the ethics rules treat Members of 
the House as fairly as possible. 

We believe, for example, and still be-
lieve that it is unfair for the Ethics 
Committee to tell individuals called 
before the committee during an inves-
tigation whom they can or cannot hire 
as their lawyer. This right to counsel, 
after all, is a fundamental right en-
joyed by all Americans, so we moved to 
protect it. In addition, we believed and 
still believe that it is unfair for Mem-
bers to be publicly embarrassed when 
the committee issues a public letter of 
reprimand or admonishment or viola-
tion, et cetera, without providing the 
Member in question with any advance 
notice that they are being scrutinized 
by the committee in any way. So we 
moved to make sure that this never 
happens to any Member of either party 
in the future. 
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And finally, we believe and still be-

lieve that it is unfair for Members of 
either party to be kept in perpetual 
limbo after initial investigation of a 
complaint if a bipartisan majority of 
the committee cannot agree to proceed 
with the full-scale investigation. Con-
trary to many published reports, no in-
vestigation has ever been undertaken 
by the Ethics Committee without bi-
partisan support. But under the old 
rules of the 108th Congress, the burden 
of proof to get out from under an eth-
ical cloud fell on the Member in ques-
tion, whether Democrat or Republican. 
So we acted to restore fairness to that 
part of the ethics process as well. 

Nevertheless, despite the fact that 
the full House adopted these rules, the 
Democrat members of our committee 
refused to accept the clear directive of 
the House and to let us organize our 
committee. For 2 months now, I have 
worked in good faith to address the 
substantive objections of the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MOL-
LOHAN) to these rules, and I know that 
he holds these objections in a very sin-
cere way. And while I have a great deal 
of respect for the gentleman from West 
Virginia, I regret that he has declined 
to consider any of my proposed com-
promises. 

As it should be, membership on our 
committee is evenly divided between 
the majority and minority, which 
means that substantive action of any 
kind requires support from both sides 
of the aisle and a genuine commitment 
to compromise. However, Democrat 
leaders and the gentleman from West 
Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) have made 
clear that they remain absolutely un-
willing to compromise on any of these 
matters and insist on overturning the 
expressed will of the House by return-
ing to the rules of the 108th Congress. 

Because I believe it is severely dam-
aging to this institution to permit 
Members on the other side of the aisle 
to keep the doors locked on the Ethics 
Committee, I have concluded that we 
must return now to the rules of the 
past Congress, the 108th Congress. My 
resolution would do just that. But at 
the same time, Mr. Speaker, I am hope-
ful that once Democrats agree to put a 
functioning Ethics Committee back in 
business, they will then agree to work 
with us in a bipartisan way to address 
the real problems of unfairness to 
Members that are inherent in the 108th 
rules. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
have every right to expect the highest 
ethical standards here in the House. 
Those of us charged with upholding the 
integrity of the institution stand ready 
to carry out our important responsibil-
ities. 

Accordingly, I urge adoption of H. 
Res. 240 so all of us who serve on the 
Ethics Committee, from both sides of 
the aisle, can get back to work.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the minority 
whip. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding me time. 

I would observe at the outset that if 
the arguments propounded by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER) 
and the distinguished chairman of the 
Ethics Committee, which they have 
made repeatedly over the last 4 
months, were agreed to by the Amer-
ican public, we would not be here 
today. But those arguments were re-
jected. 

A vote on this important legislation 
which will restore the bipartisan ethics 
rules that were originally adopted in 
1997 and which functioned well in every 
Congress since then is long overdue. 
And I believe that it was inevitable. 

Today is not a day for those of us on 
the Democrat side of the aisle to gloat. 
However, it is a day for those who in-
stigated and supported these partisan 
rules changes in January to recognize 
that a serious mistake in judgment was 
made. That does not seem to be the 
case. 

The gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
HEFLEY) will observe, as he has in the 
past, that this is the first time, and I 
have served here for 24 years, the first 
time that the rules of the Ethics Com-
mittee were changed in a partisan ac-
tion. As the former chairman, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) 
stated 2 weeks ago, ‘‘We can’t make 
rule changes unilaterally.’’ We’ve never 
made rules for the Ethics Committee 
‘‘unilaterally.’’ ‘‘The way it was done 
was wrong.’’ 

Today the Speaker recognizes the va-
lidity of that statement and seeks to 
rectify this error. It is a good step. 
However, let me say as clearly as I can, 
this legislation marks a beginning, not 
an ending. It is in reality a procedural 
prerequisite to a real, meaningful eth-
ics process that ensures the American 
people of the integrity of this great in-
stitution. Surely every one of us wants 
that to be the reality. 

In the last several months a great 
number of issues have become public 
that warrant an inquiry by the Ethics 
Committee. The press has asked me nu-
merous times over the last 3 months, 
Are you going to file a complaint? And 
I have said, No, I am not going to file 
a complaint. And the reason I am not 
going to file a complaint is because I 
believe it is the responsibility of the 
Ethics Committee, particularly when 
ethics questions are raised in the pub-
lic arena, that the Ethics Committee 
address those issues so that the 
public’s confidence can be kept intact. 

It is imperative now that the com-
mittee organize as soon as practicable 
so that it may conduct its important 
business. Let me also urge the chair-
man and the ranking member to honor 
the letter and the intent of the 1997 
rules package by agreeing to hire a 
nonpartisan professional staff. I say 
that because the chairman indicated 
that he was going to treat this like any 
other committee and install his chief 
of staff. 

His chief of staff, I am sure, has high 
integrity and great ability. I do not 

question that at all. But it is incum-
bent upon us to make sure that both 
sides have confidence in the leadership 
of this staff as was intended by the 
rules. 

Mr. Speaker, the Ethics Committee 
is the only mechanism that this insti-
tution has to police itself. Today we 
have taken a vital step in restoring 
procedural vitality to our ethics proc-
ess and ensuring public confidence in 
this institution. I urge my colleagues 
to vote for this bill. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Miami, 
Florida (Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART), 
the distinguished vice chairman of the 
Committee on Rules. 

Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ BALART of 
Florida. We did the right thing, Mr. 
Speaker, the first day of this Congress 
when we passed amendments to the 
rules as they relate to the Ethics Com-
mittee, which the chairman of the Eth-
ics Committee has referred to. Basi-
cally they dealt with the right to coun-
sel, with the right to notice, and the 
right to action within a time limit. 

In other words, if you will, the fish-
or-cut-bait amendment, decide amend-
ment, and do not theoretically hold 
any and all Members potentially in 
limbo with regard to accusations ad in-
finitum. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, the Spanish phi-
losopher Ortegay Gasset said, ‘‘Man is 
man plus his circumstances.’’ 

What are our circumstances today? 
The minority has said that they will 

not organize, they will not commence 
the work of the Ethics Committee un-
less we, the majority, agree to go back 
to the rules of the prior Congress. In 
other words, that the amendments that 
we talked about that have to do with 
due process be eliminated before they 
begin even, they agree to begin the 
work of the Ethics Committee. Those 
are our circumstances. 

Either no Ethics Committee, for us 
to say to the minority, you won, there 
will be no Ethics Committee, or to go 
back to the prior rules without the 
very wise and necessary amendments 
that we carried forth the first day of 
this Congress. In other words, to have 
an ethics process that is flawed. And 
that is what we are agreeing to today. 
It is better to have a flawed ethics 
process than no ethics process. Thus, 
we are passing the rule that we have 
brought forth today which I support 
and urge the adoption of.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 6 minutes to the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN). 

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to rise in support of this reso-
lution which will repeal the unfortu-
nate ethics rules changes that the ma-
jority included in the House rules 
package that was adopted on January 4 
of this year. 

For those of us who have opposed 
these rules changes from the outset, it 
has been a long, difficult effort and it 
is gratifying to see it finally succeed. 

I have maintained from the outset, 
Mr. Speaker, that what is at issue in 
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these rules changes is in fact the fun-
damental question of whether the 
House is going to continue to have a 
credible ethics process, a credible eth-
ics process that will command the re-
spect and confidence of both the Mem-
bers of the House and the public. And I 
firmly believe that nothing less than 
this is at stake here tonight. 

Back in 1967, the House of Represent-
atives in its wisdom also thought that 
it was important for the House to have 
a credible ethics process. The premise 
to ensuring credibility of that ethics 
process was bipartisanship. It was the 
standard by which the Ethics Commit-
tee’s organization was measured; and 
the original committee established 
back in 1967 was, in fact, bipartisan. An 
equal number of Democrats and an 
equal number of Republicans. A unique 
situation in the House of Representa-
tives where partisanship is the way we 
are organized, and rightly so. But it is 
not right with regard to the Ethics 
Committee. 

Those founding Members, if you will, 
recognized that the Ethics Committee 
that was going to be able to do its job, 
if it is going to be able to have the con-
fidence of the body, if it was going to 
be able to maintain the standards that 
reflect favorably upon the House of 
Representatives and enforce those 
standards in the face of the American 
people, then its decisions had to come 
from bipartisanship. 

Mr. Speaker, that bipartisanship has 
been reflected each and every time the 
House of Representatives has reconsid-
ered major rules changes. So far as I 
know, in each time that the House of 
Representatives has undertaken to 
change the rules with regard to the 
Ethics Committee, it has abided by 
that principle of bipartisanship by es-
tablishing a committee that was equal-
ly represented of Democrats and equal-
ly represented from Republicans.

b 1930 
These bipartisan task forces, one es-

tablished in 1988 when the Democrats 
were in charge of the House, in the ma-
jority, one established in 1997 when the 
Republicans were in charge of the 
House of Representatives, each main-
tained this principle of bipartisanship. 
These bipartisan ethics rules task 
forces were charged with going off, sit-
ting around a table and coming up with 
rules that they could recommend; and 
they were charged with recommending 
back to the House of Representatives. 

On each occasion, those bipartisan 
task forces fulfilled that mission admi-
rably. They negotiated in that proper 
environment ethics rules, each side 
saying why they objected to the other 
side’s proposals and working out the 
compromises. 

The gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
CARDIN), our colleague who is here to-
night, performed distinguished service, 
along with his Democrat and Repub-
lican counterparts in that 1997 bipar-
tisan task force, and it is under those 
rules which the committee was oper-
ating last year in the 108th Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, whatever the motiva-
tion for the Speaker and the Repub-
lican leadership directing the Com-
mittee on Rules to change the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct rules, the process which they un-
dertook was flawed from the beginning. 
Why? Because they violated that tradi-
tion and the principle that is embedded 
in that tradition to change Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct rules 
through bipartisan task forces. 

That is our first objection to the ma-
jority’s rule changes of January 4 of 
this year, that because they could, be-
cause they were in the majority, come 
up with rules changes, direct the Com-
mittee on Rules to embed them in the 
House rules package, pass them in that 
omnibus package by the most partisan 
vote the House casts, all Republicans 
voting for, all Democrats voting 
against, and in that process, imposing 
in a partisan manner the rules changes. 

It is no wonder that these three rules 
changes, the automatic complaint dis-
missal rule, the rule that allows the at-
torney of accused to represent all the 
witnesses, and the rule that allows 
anybody mentioned unfavorably to im-
mediately opt for a trial rather than 
investigation, it is no wonder that in 
that partisan process those rules were 
flawed, and they were. 

It is imperative that we change these 
rules. The gentleman from Illinois 
(Speaker HASTERT) is doing the right 
thing here tonight by reversing his de-
cision earlier this year and directing 
that this resolution be brought to the 
floor. 

The committee, Mr. Speaker, can 
now organize. It can now get on with 
its business. It can now consider some 
of the very tough issues like staffing 
issues that have been referenced here; 
and if there is a concern about rules in 
the House, we can all move on a bipar-
tisan basis in the right direction, 
through the right format, by forming a 
bipartisan task force to come up with 
bipartisan rules changes to the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct and, in the process, assure the 
Chamber and the American people that 
the credibility of the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct is going 
to be maintained. 

I look forward to working with the 
gentleman from Washington (Chairman 
HASTINGS), my distinguished chairman, 
in moving forward with the business of 
the Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Colorado Springs, Colo-
rado (Mr. HEFLEY), the very distin-
guished former chairman of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct, our friend. 

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman very much for the time. 

Let me say that the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct was not 
broken. There was no deadlock ever. 
There were no partisan votes ever. Al-
most every vote was unanimous. Every 

staff member was hired or fired in a bi-
partisan way; but at the same time, 
neither the process nor the rules are 
perfect, and they should be looked at. 
They just should not be looked at in 
the way we have done it. My colleagues 
have heard me say it over and over, 
and they are getting tired of it and I 
apologize, and maybe we will not have 
to talk about it anymore; but we can-
not have a Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct unless it is completely 
bipartisan in every way. 

I want to praise the Speaker of the 
House for taking the leadership in this 
and getting us out of this mess. I want 
to praise the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Chairman HASTINGS) and the 
other members of the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct for try-
ing to resolve this dispute. 

I want to praise the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) for try-
ing to resolve the dispute and making 
sure that we continue with an absolute 
nonpartisan or bipartisan committee. 
There are ethics charges flying around 
this place that are being used in a po-
litical way, there is no question about 
it. I do not think the gentleman from 
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) is a part 
of that, however. I think he sincerely is 
concerned about the institution, and I 
think all of us are. 

We should be open to reforming the 
ethics process when necessary; and I 
encourage the committee, and in a bi-
partisan way, to look at these rules 
and to look at other rules. 

The gentleman from West Virginia 
(Mr. MOLLOHAN) and I talked often 
about a package of rules that we would 
like to present to the House for consid-
eration of changing, and I would en-
courage the committee to do that. 

Some of the due process provisions of 
the rules that were made in the Janu-
ary decision are good, and the com-
mittee should give consideration to 
adopting them even if not directed by 
the House. I am encouraged by this ef-
fort to return to a bipartisan ethics 
process that existed during the last 
Congress. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this 
and to continue the effort to return the 
process to a bipartisan type of process 
that it absolutely must be. Then we 
can go from here and make sure that 
when we have a Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct, it is an ethics 
committee we can all be proud of.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN). 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to compliment the gentleman 
from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) for his 
comments. I support this resolution, 
and I think he has really stated the 
case very well, that the ethics process 
must work in a bipartisan manner. 

In fact, I served on the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct for 6 
years during some of the most difficult 
times, including the investigation of 
Speaker Gingrich and the House so-
called banking scandal. At no time dur-
ing any of that debate did we break 
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down on a partisan line in the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct. We worked things out. We figured 
out what needed to be done. The facts 
speak for themselves. So allowing for 
the Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct process moving forward will 
allow it to operate in a nonpartisan 
way. 

The revisions that were passed in a 
partisan manner on the first day of 
this session were wrong. They were 
wrong in process, and they were wrong 
in substance. The process needed to be 
bipartisan. 

I had the opportunity to co-chair 
with Mr. Livingston the 1997 ethics 
task force that brought about the 
changes in our ethics rules. We worked 
together in a bipartisan manner to 
bring about those changes. That was 
not done in this case. 

The substance of these rules changes 
made it very difficult for the com-
mittee to function. All one needed to 
do was to allow time to go by and there 
was automatic dismissal. Failure to 
act was rewarded. It encouraged the 
partisan divisions since there is an 
equal number of Democrats and Repub-
licans on the Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct. That is not the 
way that the ethics committee can 
function in a nonpartisan or bipartisan 
manner. The rules changes were 
flawed, and the process was flawed. 

It is interesting that we have this 
resolution before us today. The reason 
is because the public understood what 
we did on the first day of this session, 
and they knew it was wrong. 

This is the people’s House, and the 
people’s voice has been spoken and 
heard by this body. We, today, will cor-
rect a mistake that we made on the 
opening day of this session. It will 
allow us to restore a proper ethics 
process that truly can function to 
carry out one of our most sacred re-
sponsibilities. 

Under the Constitution, we are re-
quired to judge the conduct of our own 
Members. This rules change will per-
mit us to carry out that most sacred 
responsibility so we can restore public 
confidence in this body. This is a great 
institution, and this rules change will 
allow this institution to carry out that 
responsibility. 

Mr. Speaker, I regret that we have 
been delayed 4 months in this work. I 
am glad tonight that we are correcting 
the mistake that was made. I urge my 
colleagues to support the resolution. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 13⁄4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Marietta, Georgia (Mr. 
GINGREY), a very hard-working new 
member of the Committee on Rules. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of House Resolution 
240, a bill providing for changes to the 
rules of the House of Representatives 
related to the procedures of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct, the ethics committee. 

Mr. Speaker, it is truly unfortunate 
the House of Representatives must 

take up this legislation that rescinds 
progressive reforms made to the prac-
tice of the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct. 

Mr. Speaker, new rules were agreed 
upon that would have allowed a bipar-
tisan majority to resolve ethics dis-
putes in an expeditious and judicious 
fashion. These rules would have en-
sured that the House Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct could 
never be used by either party, Repub-
lican or Democrat, as a weapon to ma-
lign and tarnish the reputation of any 
Member in this body for political pur-
poses. 

Yet, Mr. Speaker, the House Demo-
crats have refused to accept these 
changes and, thus, have brought the 
Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct to a screeching halt. Not only 
have the House Democrats essentially 
shut down the House Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct but they 
have also used its demise for political 
gain. 

Over the past few months, House 
Democrats have abandoned any sub-
stantial discussion of policy like Social 
Security modernization and resorted to 
an incessant stream of personal and po-
litical attacks upon Members of this 
body, especially upon one Member in 
particular. 

The Democrats do not have a plan to 
strengthen Social Security for our sen-
iors, but they will spend months upon 
months stonewalling and refusing to 
allow the Committee on Standards of 
Official Conduct to function. Mr. 
Speaker, if the House Democrats actu-
ally allowed the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct to meet and 
conduct investigations, then they 
would lose their ability to exploit tab-
loid sensationalism and would have to 
return to doing the work of the Amer-
ican people. 

So, Mr. Speaker, the House must now 
consider a return to the old rules. De-
spite the flaws in the old rules, we in 
the majority cannot and will not ac-
cept a Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct held hostage for purposes 
of political gain. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col-
leagues to support the bill.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN). 

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was 
given permission to revise and extend 
his remarks, and include extraneous 
material.) 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, this 
resolution is long, long, long overdue. 
We should not have to be here today at 
all. We should not have to fix some-
thing that the Republicans broke for 
no good reason. 

Let us be clear and honest about this. 
The ethics rules are not being rein-
stated today because suddenly the ma-
jority has had a change of heart. They 
are being reinstated because the Amer-
ican people have been outraged by Re-
publican attempts to dismantle the 
ethics process. They have demanded 

that the House do the right thing. They 
have demanded that we restore the sen-
sible, bipartisan procedure we used to 
have. 

We have heard a lot of complaints 
from some on the other side about the 
politicization of this ethics process; 
but, Mr. Speaker, the partisan politics 
are coming from the other side. In fact, 
the Republican leadership is still play-
ing politics. 

In my hand is a copy of some of the 
talking points put out by the House 
Republican Conference on this rule 
change. Here are just a few samples of 
the poisonous rhetoric being put out 
today by the other side. 

They accuse the Democrats of ‘‘ques-
tionable motives’’; a ‘‘cynical attempt 
to corrupt the process’’; ‘‘partisan 
hackery in the guise of ‘good govern-
ment.’’’ 

These talking points have the audac-
ity to claim that Republicans are now 
taking the high road. Hardly. Their 
low-ball tactics continue, and I will in-
sert these into the RECORD at this 
point so the American people can see 
what is going on here.
RETURN TO THE RULES OF THE 108TH CONGRESS 

Despite the best good-faith efforts of the 
Ethics Committee Chairman and the Repub-
lican Leadership, House Democrats have left 
no way to restart the ethics process without 
a full and complete return to the Rules of 
the 108th Congress. For the good of the 
House, an operating but flawed Ethics Com-
mittee is preferable to a more equitable, but 
non-operational Committee. 

House Republicans stand by the changes 
made to the rules of the House at the outset 
of the 109th Congress, but believe it is more 
important for the institution to have a func-
tioning Ethics Committee that may be 
flawed, than to have a more perfect, but non-
operational Committee. 

The three major rules changes made at the 
start of this Congress greatly increased the 
bipartisan nature of the ethics process, pre-
vented the Ethics Committee from being 
used as a political tool, and ensured fairness 
for Members targeted by politically moti-
vated charges. 

The three changes—guaranteeing Members 
the right to be represented in front of the 
Committee by counsel of their choice, ensur-
ing Members’ right to due process, and elimi-
nating the possibility that a charge could 
wind up ‘‘in limbo’’—were opposed by House 
Democrats in a blatantly political attempt 
to use the ethics process for electoral gain. 

Despite the questionable motives behind 
Democrat opposition to the rules changes, 
House Republicans worked to come to an 
agreement with the Minority in order to get 
the Ethics Committee up and running. 

Unfortunately—but not surprisingly—each 
attempt by either the Republican Leadership 
or Chairman Hastings was rejected. 

Chairman Hastings offered on numerous 
occasions to meet with Ranking Member 
Mollohan in order to craft a compromise, but 
was rebuffed. When he presented his written 
and signed guarantee addressing Mr. Mollo-
han’s concerns, Minority Leader Pelosi 
called his good-faith effort ‘‘a sham’’ (Week-
ly Media Availability, April 21, 2005). 

Just one week prior to Leader Pelosi’s 
statement, Ranking Member Mollohan said: 
‘‘We would proceed by our rules, not any 
other way’’ (Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, April 
14, 2005). 

The Democrat intransigence clearly indi-
cates their intention to use the ethics proc-
ess as a tool in their political arsenal. Their 
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cynical attempt to corrupt the process by in-
jecting political rancor is odious, and will be 
seen for what it truly is—partisan hackery 
in the guise of ‘‘good government.’’

But rather than let the Democrat ‘‘my way 
or the highway’’ strategy drag on, House Re-
publicans have elected to take the high road. 

By returning to the Rules of the 108th Con-
gress, the House will once again have an 
operational Ethics Committee which, while 
flawed, will at least be able to begin func-
tioning. 

Unlike the obstructionist Democrats who 
would rather bluster about supposed abuses 
of power by the Majority than actually come 
to an agreement on ethics, House Repub-
licans are committed to moving forward and 
protecting the integrity of the House. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope that today 
marks a real return to an honest, bi-
partisan ethics process and not just an 
attempt to change the subject. 

I hope that members of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct will continue to work in a bipar-
tisan way and that the leadership of 
the House will let them do that work, 
without pressure or intimidation. 

I hope the committee will continue 
the tradition of nonpartisan, profes-
sional staff members. 

Only time will tell. In the meantime, 
Mr. Speaker, I take comfort in the 
knowledge that the American people 
are watching very, very closely. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of the Chair how much time re-
mains on both sides. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. DREIER) has 131⁄2 minutes 
remaining, and the gentlewoman from 
New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) has 12 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the very 
distinguished gentleman from Moore, 
Oklahoma (Mr. COLE), who serves on 
both the Committee on Rules and the 
Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct. 

Mr. COLE of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise to support this resolution be-
cause I am convinced that it is the 
right and proper way to address a 
tough partisan division that exists at 
this time. I thank the Speaker and the 
gentleman from Washington (Chairman 
HASTINGS) for their work in resolving 
this difficult issue. 

As we move forward, Mr. Speaker, I 
think we would be well advised to oper-
ate according to the spirit of a state-
ment once made by John Wesley, the 
founder of the Methodist Church. He 
said: ‘‘Differences that begin in points 
of opinion seldom terminate there. 
How unwilling men are to grant any-
thing good in those who do not in all 
things agree with themselves.’’

b 1945 

Mr. Speaker, people of both sides in 
this dispute have acted honorably; 
however, many have questioned the in-
tegrity of those who disagreed with 
them on the substance of the questions 
at hand. It is my sincere hope that we 
do not question the motives and the in-
tentions of the members of the Com-

mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct as we go about our work. There 
has been far too much division and im-
putation of motives with respect to 
questions surrounding the Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct and 
the rules by which it operates. That 
hurts the Committee, it reflects poorly 
on the House, and undermines public 
confidence in the institution. 

Mr. Speaker, with that said, I com-
mend the Speaker and the chairman of 
the Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct for setting us on the path to 
providing this House with a func-
tioning ethics committee and, there-
fore, I request all Members support this 
important rule. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. MATSUI). 

(Ms. MATSUI asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from New York for 
yielding me this time. I rise in support 
of this resolution to restore the integ-
rity to our ethics process and reinstate 
the standards of previous Congresses, 
standards which regrettably this 
Chamber chose to erode earlier this 
year. That action marked the first 
time in the history of the House of 
Representatives that our ethics rules 
were altered on a partisan basis. 

Our constituents deserve a Congress 
that holds itself to the highest of 
standards. Many generations of our 
predecessors acknowledged the impor-
tance of this by having the Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct be 
evenly divided between the parties, re-
gardless of any electoral outcome, by 
working together in a bipartisan fash-
ion, and by ensuring that neither party 
would be allowed to use partisanship 
and power as a shield against behavior 
that falls short of the standards our 
constituents expect and deserve. 

With this action earlier this year, 
this Congress fell short of this stand-
ard. The ethics process must operate 
on a bipartisan basis to ensure that it 
functions in an evenhanded and just 
fashion, and it must be prepared to act 
without regard to party in order for the 
people of this country to have any 
faith in it. Simply put, this Chamber’s 
ethics and the standards to which we 
hold ourselves must be put to a higher 
plane than any one political party. 

We should never have reached this 
point, but with today’s long overdue 
action, my hope is that the House of 
Representatives will correct that error. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my dis-
tinguished colleague, the ranking 
member of the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct, the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN), 
for his determined and tenacious lead-
ership on this matter. If it were not for 
his leadership and the leadership of 
others, it would have been all too easy 
for this to be ignored and the American 
people would not be seeing this victory. 
Had we not altered course, we could 

have done irreparable long-term dam-
age to the institution that we all love. 
Instead, thanks to their efforts, we 
take much-needed corrective action. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this much-needed resolution.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 13⁄4 
minutes to the gentleman from Madi-
son, Ohio (Mr. LATOURETTE), a former 
member of the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct. 

Mr. LATOURETTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
(Mr. DREIER) for yielding me this time, 
and, Mr. Speaker, I am a recovering 
member of the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct. I just want to 
tell my story briefly about a complaint 
that was pending last year. 

When the complaint was pending, 
these good government groups indi-
cated that I was unfit to sit in judg-
ment because the majority leader had 
donated to my campaign over 10 years 
and I was corrupt. When I voted unani-
mously with my colleagues to send a 
couple of letters to the majority lead-
er, I then possessed the wisdom of Sol-
omon. When the Speaker replaced me 
on the committee with other members 
this year, I am now up for sainthood in 
a number of churches across the coun-
try. 

I tell this story because what I think 
what the Speaker was attempting to 
get at, during the course of that com-
plaint there were press conferences 
held by people, rather than letting the 
Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct do its work. And the Speaker 
saw that one of the rules changes was, 
you know what, you cannot choose 
your own lawyer. Well, that is ridicu-
lous, and I do not think any of us 
would stand for that in any other 
venue. 

He also, during consideration of one 
of the complaints, found that two 
members, who did not even have any 
part of what allegedly was going on, re-
ceived letters from the committee say-
ing, your conduct is in question. He 
felt that due process was required in 
that situation, and I agree with him, 
and I think most people in this body 
would agree with him. 

I would hope as we make these 
changes, and I want to commend 
Speaker HASTERT, because this is a 
magnanimous gesture on his part, it is 
tough to recognize and admit that 
maybe something was not done in an 
appropriate way and that we take a 
step back and do it, and Speaker 
HASTERT has had the courage to do 
that today. 

But the next step, Mr. Speaker, I will 
tell you, is going to be that there will 
be a complaint filed against a Repub-
lican or a Democrat and there will be 
these outside interest groups that say, 
if it is against the Democrat, the five 
Democrats on the committee are try-
ing to protect their buddy; or if it is 
against a Republican, that the five Re-
publicans are attempting to protect 
their friend and their buddy. 

I would hope as we make these 
changes, with the Speaker’s blessing, 
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that every Member of this House com-
mit themselves to let the Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct do 
their work, and we never impugn the 
integrity of the men and women who 
serve honorably. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS).

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
colleague for yielding me this time, 
and since I do not need the full 2 min-
utes, I will be yielding back some time, 
but I just want to say to her and to ev-
eryone in this Chamber, that the ethics 
process needs to be bipartisan, and so 
it is so right to return the rules back 
to the way they were. 

I believe that the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. HASTINGS) and the 
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. 
MOLLOHAN), the chairman and ranking 
members respectively, can work out 
whatever other differences that still re-
main. These are two good men. 

And I also want to say that I have 
tremendous respect for Members of this 
Chamber from both parties for the good 
will and integrity they exhibit. I just 
think it is important for us to put this 
behind us and to move forward. It may 
be that on a bipartisan basis the chair-
man and ranking member and the full 
committee will come back with rec-
ommendations that this full body can 
consider. 

It would be an absolute shame, I 
think, if the Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct becomes a com-
mittee in which it is a place to just 
‘‘get Members’’ and a place to score po-
litical points. And I hope and pray that 
it will be a committee that will see its 
primary purpose as maintaining the in-
tegrity of this Chamber and allowing 
us to all feel proud of what happens 
here. 

So I thank my colleague for yielding 
me this time, and I think it was a mis-
take to have amended the rules and I 
am grateful that we are restoring them 
to the way they were.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 11⁄4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Columbia, Missouri (Mr. 
HULSHOF), another former member of 
the Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct. 

(Mr. HULSHOF asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. HULSHOF. Mr. Speaker, I rise, 
gratefully, in support of this resolu-
tion, and applaud you, Mr. Speaker, for 
allowing it to come to the floor for 
consideration. 

My colleagues, there are those be-
yond this venerable hall who would 
hope that this body would erupt in par-
tisan ethical warfare. There may even 
be a handful of colleagues who have 
threatened ethical retaliation against 
another Member on the other side. 
There are others that, with tonight’s 
vote, will try to claim some moral or 
ethical superiority because of the vote; 
and still others who will continue to 
seek some political advantage by tak-

ing the alleged improprieties of one 
Member and trying to tarnish the rest 
of that Member’s party. 

To those that I have described, you 
need not heed my words. But for the 
vast majority of my colleagues that I 
have not described, that are fair and 
decent and honorable and honest, I say 
to you, we need a functioning ethics 
process. Matter of fact, let me rephrase 
that. This institution requires a cred-
ible ethics process. The American pub-
lic deserves that credible ethics proc-
ess. 

The integrity of this institution is at 
stake. The memory of those who have 
served, those that are going to come 
after us who serve, this resolution sets 
us back on the correct path. I urge its 
adoption. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, may 
I inquire how much time remains? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
LAHOOD). The gentlewoman from New 
York has 9 minutes remaining. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. And my colleague 
from California? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from California also has 9 min-
utes remaining. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I am very happy to yield 1 minute 
to my good friend, the gentleman from 
San Diego, California (Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM). 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I 
am not a member of the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct, nor have 
I ever been, nor do I ever want to be. I 
think we need to laud the members on 
both sides of that Committee. 

The other side knows me as being 
very frank. I speak an open mind. My 
perception of the rules changes, and I 
think the perception of many of my 
colleagues, is that they were made be-
cause we felt there were partisan at-
tacks against our leadership. I know 
most of the members on the Committee 
on Standards of Official Conduct, and I 
consider them friends. 

Even during the time of Newt Ging-
rich, I thought the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct did a 
credible job, but we felt that David 
Bonior was being partisan. We also felt 
that part of the Democrat leadership 
was directing partisanship on this com-
mittee. 

Now, maybe the rule was wrong, but 
we think also the partisanship is 
wrong. Using Mr. HOYER’s words, if we 
want a truly effective ethics com-
mittee, and I believe in my heart that 
most Members in this body want that, 
so I hope that that can happen. I pray 
that that can happen because we do not 
want a Hatfield-and-McCoy scenario. It 
would do disservice to this body.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from Hinsdale, Illinois (Mrs. 
BIGGERT), a very hardworking member 
of the Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct. 

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
urge my colleagues to vote for this res-

olution, not because I think it is a good 
resolution, but because I think it is the 
lesser of two evils. What is the first 
evil? Well, those on the other side of 
the aisle claim it was the process by 
which the rules were changed last Jan-
uary. Perhaps they are right. As a 
member of the committee, I happen to 
believe that the changes were good 
ones, but perhaps we will look at that 
on another day in a bipartisan way. 

But we should make no mistake 
about it: The greater evil by far is in 
not allowing the ethics committee to 
meet and do its job. And why do I say 
this? It is because without a func-
tioning ethics committee, some Mem-
bers will be tried in the press by par-
tisan interest groups or by innuendo 
and accusation instead of by facts and 
due process. At the same time, com-
plaints against other Members will go 
unresolved and uninvestigated. That is 
not right. 

My point is that an ethics committee 
was not created for one particular 
Member of Congress, it was created for 
all of us and for the good of this body. 
As a three-term member of the Com-
mittee, I have great respect for both 
the Republican and the Democrat 
members with whom I have served on 
the committee. Peer review is never 
easy, and it is impossible if we are not 
allowed to leave politics and partisan-
ship at the door. 

I commend the chairman, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS), for his hard work and perse-
verance. He inherited a challenge, 
acted as an honest broker, and did ev-
erything possible to resolve it. I also 
commend the leadership of Speaker 
HASTERT on this issue. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle to vote ‘‘yes’’ to send us back 
to the table to do the jobs we have been 
assigned to do for this great body. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I am 
happy to yield 11⁄2 minutes to my very 
good friend, the gentleman from Chat-
tanooga, Tennessee (Mr. WAMP). 

Mr. WAMP. Mr. Speaker, once again 
today, the Speaker of the Whole House, 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT), has proven that he is a de-
cent, fair, humble, and, today, mag-
nanimous person, putting the institu-
tion first. 

The truth is neither party has an ex-
clusive on integrity or ideas. There are 
good and decent people in both parties. 
But we are not your enemy. Al Qaeda is 
our enemy. We are competitors. We 
need to stick together and pursue 
unity and reconciliation. Sometimes 
that means setting your own beliefs 
aside, which the Speaker did today for 
the purpose of the institution, holding 
it up above our own view of how things 
should be done. 

I have spoken out when I thought we 
were going in the wrong direction, but 
in this case I, frankly, think the rules 
proposals were reasonable. And if one 
Member’s foot was not in a snare 
today, I think a lot of Members over 
here would have agreed to them. But 
that is not a discussion point anymore. 
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I appeal to both sides. Let us make 

sure that this ethics conflict does not 
turn into a circular firing squad. It is 
not in our country’s best interest and 
it is not in this institution’s best inter-
est. Let us pursue, as much as we can 
in the competitive battles we fight on 
ideas and our agendas, let us pursue 
reconciliation and unity, especially 
when it comes to the ethics of this 
great institution, putting it above ei-
ther party’s political agendas. It will 
serve our country well, and the Speak-
er should be commended.

b 2000 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from God-
dard, Kansas (Mr. TIAHRT). 

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding me this 
time. 

Some people may say the majority 
party is in full retreat, that we were 
wrong in processing substance with the 
new rules. Well, that is incorrect. The 
new rules were fair and just, and ac-
cording to the rules of the House, were 
passed by a majority vote. 

Where the fault lies is with those 
who use the ethics rules for pure polit-
ical attacks, those who use the failure 
to act as an attack against one Mem-
ber. The opposition claims these exist-
ing rules are unethical. That is also in-
correct. What is unethical is to un-
justly smear someone in order to de-
stroy their character. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that is the at-
tempt here, to unfairly attack one 
Member and use the House rules to do 
so. I admire the efforts of the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) be-
cause I think the gentleman has gone 
above and beyond the call of duty to go 
back to the previous set of rules so we 
can move the process forward and con-
tinue the hard work, the successful 
work of the Republican-controlled 
House. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Monti-
cello, Indiana (Mr. BUYER). 

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, some in 
the minority are obsessed with the 
vanity of power and they will hatchet 
the ethics process and people. I have 
taken down some of the words used 
here tonight by the minority: tarnish, 
gutted, subverted, destroyed, flawed, 
violated. What are they talking about? 
I am unceasingly amazed and gravely 
disturbed by the torrent of darkness 
caused by what I will refer to as false 
prophets of justice engaged in ignomin-
ious conduct. It is called the 
politicalization of the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct, and it is 
wrong. 

I have been a victim of a vicious po-
litical attack and gone before the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct. I will assure Members, having 
been brought before the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct, and I 
was fortunately cleared by unanimous 

vote, but when another Member wants 
to make a partisan attack and go be-
fore the committee, that is wrong. So 
we are engaged in this session to clar-
ify it. I supported the changes. 

Mr. Speaker, to the American people, 
what are we talking about: the right to 
counsel, due process, notification, bi-
partisanship. That is what I demand. 
That is what I want, and I am going to 
vote against this. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT). 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, my sis-
ter says of our four siblings, I may be 
the only true optimist. I am like the 
kid who got the horse manure for 
Christmas, and all he could do is run 
around asking, Where is the pony? 

In this body on this issue when we 
look through and sift through the piles 
and piles of rhetoric, and we look at 
just the rules, the rules were fair. They 
are not perfect, but they are better 
than what was there. I was not familiar 
with the process they went through, 
but the right to know you are being in-
vestigated, you would want to know 
that. The right to due process, the con-
cept of a speedy trial and speedy dis-
position. Members want to talk about 
partisanship, if it a 5–5 split, that is 
partisan. The only way we can get bi-
partisan is if we make it a 6 vote to go 
forward with an investigation. That is 
bipartisan. I thought they were good 
rules when I voted for them the first 
time. I hope we can move on. I am 
going to vote for them again. I think 
they are more fair. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield such time as she may consume to 
the gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI), the minority leader of the 
House.

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the gentlewoman from New York 
(Ms. SLAUGHTER) for upholding a high 
ethical standard in the House, and I 
rise in strong support of the resolution 
before us. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a great day for 
the American people. Across the coun-
try they have spoken out and editorial 
boards have reflected their views 
throughout our nation that not any 
one of us is above the law. No Member 
of Congress is above the law. 

I come to this podium as the House 
Democratic leader, but I also would 
note that I bring to my office that I 
serve in now and to this podium the ex-
perience of serving on the House Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct for 6 years, and an additional 7th 
year to be part of the Livingston task 
force. Mr. Livingston, a Republican 
Member, chaired our committee, and 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
CARDIN) was our ranking member on 
the task force that wrote the rules that 
we have been talking about this 
evening. 

They were very important. We came 
together in a bipartisan way, ham-

mered out all of the challenges that 
Members proposed, and came up with 
bipartisanship. When we did that, we 
were acting in the tradition of the 
Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct in the House of Representa-
tives, bipartisan in nature in terms of 
writing the rules and in implementing 
them. 

My friends, we all should be deeply 
indebted to all of the Members who 
have served on the bipartisan Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct. Anyone who has served on it will 
tell Members it is not an easy task, 
and one that any one of us would like 
to avoid. It is very hard to pass judg-
ment on your peers. 

What I learned on the committee was 
that there are only three things that 
matter in the discussion: the facts, the 
rules of the House, and the law of the 
land. Anything else, discussion, hear-
say and the rest of it was irrelevant to 
the decision-making. So in a bipartisan 
way, friendships were developed, we 
worked together. Members are down in 
the lower levels of the Capitol for long, 
long hours; and it was sometimes very 
difficult and sad to make those judg-
ments. We deliberated; we exchanged 
ideas. Indeed, we even prayed over our 
decisions because we knew what im-
pact they would have on the lives of 
our colleagues. 

In short, we took our responsibility 
to act in a bipartisan way very, very 
seriously. And so should the committee 
regarding the rules that we will be re-
turning to now. They should be taken 
in the most serious way. I hope when 
we vote on these rules tonight, we will 
have a big vote and that big vote will 
show not only our support for this reso-
lution but our respect for the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct and its need to act in a bipartisan 
way. 

One concern that I do have that has 
not been addressed is something that 
has happened not by a rules change but 
by a practice, a one-time practice. 

Mr. Speaker, this book is called the 
‘‘House Rules and Manual,’’ and it de-
termines how we function in the House 
and how each of the committees func-
tions. This rule says here: ‘‘All staff 
members shall be appointed by an af-
firmative vote of a majority of the 
committee.’’ The rules governing staff-
ing have been the standing rules of the 
House since the bipartisan task force 
recommendations were adopted in the 
105th Congress, in the 106th Congress, 
the 107th Congress, the 108th Congress, 
and they are indeed the rules of the 
House now even without action being 
taken tonight. 

Central to a bipartisan upholding of a 
high ethical standard is nonpartisan 
staffing of the Committee on Standards 
of Official Conduct. Certainly the Chair 
and the ranking member have their 
staff person for liaison purposes to the 
committee, but the work of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct must be done in a nonpartisan 
way. Those are the rules of the House. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 04:43 Apr 28, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00071 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K27AP7.143 H27PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2624 April 27, 2005
They must be upheld. They have been 
departed from in this Congress. 

I would hope that it is implied in 
what we do here that the intent of Con-
gress is to obey the rules of the House. 
If any Member has a different view of 
the intent of Congress regarding the 
hiring of staff for the committee in a 
nonpartisan way, I think that Member 
should speak up now because the intent 
of Congress should be clear, unequivo-
cal, and not controversial. 

I want to commend those that served 
during the 108th Congress, and espe-
cially the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. HEFLEY); and I agree with the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. HEFLEY) 
whole-heartedly: if there are rules 
changes that need to be made, let us 
subject these rules to the scrutiny that 
Members feel they should have, and let 
us do it in a bipartisan way. 

In fact, on at least two, maybe three, 
occasions, I have brought that very 
proposal to the floor in a privileged 
resolution by saying, ‘‘let us form a bi-
partisan task force to examine the 
rules and see how we go forward.’’ We 
can still do that, but we cannot do it 
until these rules are in place for the 
committee to function and then to re-
view them. 

I commend the gentleman from West 
Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) and am so 
proud of the dignified, serious way he 
approached his responsibilities to up-
holding a high ethical standard. And 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS) is absolutely right, we will 
not compromise ever on the integrity 
of the House. I support the gentleman’s 
statement and associate myself with 
the gentleman’s statement in that re-
gard. 

And as we return to bipartisanship in 
upholding a high ethical standard in 
the House, let us also heed the voice of 
the American people who want us to 
return to bipartisan cooperation in 
growing our economy so we can create 
good-paying jobs in our country. Let us 
expand access to affordable health care 
for all Americans. That is what the 
American people want us to do. Let us 
work in a bipartisan way to broaden 
opportunities for our children so no 
child is left behind and so our children 
can go to college without going into 
crushing debt. 

Let us listen to the American people 
who want us to work in a bipartisan 
way to truly protect our homeland, to 
strengthen Social Security; and let us 
listen to the American people when 
they say, ‘‘we need relief at the pump 
now. We cannot pay these high prices 
at the pump. We cannot pay these high 
prices at the pharmacy.’’ 

I contend that ethics impact policy. 
Certainly a high ethical standard is its 
own excuse for being. Integrity of the 
House should be unquestioned, and part 
of our responsibility is to uphold that 
ethical standard. But ethics does im-
pact policy. The American people must 
believe that we are working in this 
House in the public interest and not in 
the special interest. A higher ethical 

standard is essential to creating policy 
which is consistent with our values. 

And so I support this resolution, and 
I urge our colleagues all to vote for it 
and hope that the strong vote that it 
will receive will not only speak to the 
resolution but speak to the respect 
that we all have for the ethics process, 
for the Committee on Standards of Of-
ficial Conduct, for upholding a high 
ethical standard, and for saying not 
any one of us is above the law.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, the distinguished mi-
nority leader just made a very compel-
ling case for the bipartisan legislative 
accomplishments that we have had in 
this House in the past few months. 

We have had between 41 and 122 
Democrats join with Republicans in 
passing legislation dealing with bring-
ing the price of gasoline down by pass-
ing the energy bill, passing bankruptcy 
reform, passing the class action bill, 
passing Continuity of Congress legisla-
tion, and making sure that we deal 
with a wide range of concerns the 
American people want us to address. 
Unfortunately, the minority leader did 
not vote for any of those pieces of leg-
islation, along with that large number 
of Democrats. 

We are going to deal in a bipartisan 
way with the ethics issue. We feel 
strongly that we were absolutely right 
in saying that Members should be enti-
tled to choose their own lawyer and ab-
solutely right in saying that there 
should be due process, and we were ab-
solutely right in saying that Members 
should not be left out hanging, there 
should be a resolution to their case. 

But the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT) has in his wisdom said it is 
very important for us to move ahead in 
a bipartisan way to do what those edi-
torial boards correctly say should hap-
pen: we should be able to have a Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Con-
duct that works. That is what we be-
lieve is the right thing to do. I take my 
hat off to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. HASTERT) for stepping up to the 
plate and making it clear that is just 
what we should do. Vote for this reso-
lution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 406, nays 20, 
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 7, as 
follows:

[Roll No. 145] 

YEAS—406

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Aderholt 
Akin 
Alexander 
Allen 
Andrews 
Baca 
Bachus 
Baird 
Baker 
Baldwin 
Barrett (SC) 
Barrow 
Bartlett (MD) 
Bass 
Bean 
Beauprez 
Becerra 
Berkley 
Berman 
Berry 
Biggert 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (NY) 
Bishop (UT) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Bonner 
Bono 
Boozman 
Boren 
Boswell 
Boustany 
Boyd 
Bradley (NH) 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brown (OH) 
Brown (SC) 
Brown-Waite, 

Ginny 
Butterfield 
Calvert 
Camp 
Cannon 
Cantor 
Capito 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cardin 
Cardoza 
Carnahan 
Carson 
Case 
Castle 
Chabot 
Chandler 
Chocola 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Cole (OK) 
Conaway 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Cunningham 
Davis (AL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis (FL) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (KY) 
Davis (TN) 
Davis, Jo Ann 
Davis, Tom 
Deal (GA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delahunt 
DeLauro 
DeLay 
Dent 
Diaz-Balart, L. 

Diaz-Balart, M. 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doolittle 
Doyle 
Drake 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Edwards 
Ehlers 
Emanuel 
Emerson 
Engel 
English (PA) 
Eshoo 
Etheridge 
Evans 
Everett 
Farr 
Fattah 
Feeney 
Ferguson 
Filner 
Fitzpatrick (PA) 
Flake 
Foley 
Forbes 
Ford 
Fortenberry 
Fossella 
Foxx 
Frank (MA) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallegly 
Garrett (NJ) 
Gerlach 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gingrey 
Gonzalez 
Goode 
Goodlatte 
Gordon 
Granger 
Graves 
Green (WI) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutierrez 
Gutknecht 
Hall 
Harman 
Harris 
Hart 
Hastings (FL) 
Hastings (WA) 
Hayes 
Hayworth 
Hefley 
Hensarling 
Herger 
Herseth 
Higgins 
Hinchey 
Hinojosa 
Hobson 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Holt 
Honda 
Hooley 
Hostettler 
Hoyer 
Hulshof 
Hunter 
Hyde 
Inglis (SC) 
Inslee 
Israel 
Issa 
Istook 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson-Lee 

(TX) 
Jefferson 
Jenkins 
Jindal 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (IL) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones (NC) 
Jones (OH) 

Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Keller 
Kelly 
Kennedy (MN) 
Kennedy (RI) 
Kildee 
Kilpatrick (MI) 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kingston 
Kirk 
Kline 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kucinich 
Kuhl (NY) 
LaHood 
Langevin 
Lantos 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latham 
LaTourette 
Leach 
Levin 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Linder 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Lofgren, Zoe 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Lungren, Daniel 

E. 
Lynch 
Mack 
Maloney 
Manzullo 
Marchant 
Markey 
Marshall 
Matheson 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul (TX) 
McCollum (MN) 
McCotter 
McCrery 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McHugh 
McIntyre 
McKeon 
McKinney 
McMorris 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek (FL) 
Meeks (NY) 
Melancon 
Menendez 
Mica 
Michaud 
Millender-

McDonald 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Miller (NC) 
Miller, Gary 
Miller, George 
Mollohan 
Moore (KS) 
Moore (WI) 
Moran (KS) 
Moran (VA) 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Musgrave 
Myrick 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal (MA) 
Neugebauer 
Ney 
Northup 
Norwood 
Nunes 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Osborne 
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Owens 
Oxley 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Pastor 
Paul 
Payne 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Peterson (MN) 
Peterson (PA) 
Petri 
Pickering 
Pitts 
Platts 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Putnam 
Radanovich 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Regula 
Rehberg 
Reichert 
Renzi 
Reyes 
Reynolds 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rogers (MI) 
Rohrabacher 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Ross 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Ryan (WI) 
Ryun (KS) 
Sabo 
Salazar 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanders 
Saxton 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schwartz (PA) 
Schwarz (MI) 
Scott (GA) 
Scott (VA) 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Shadegg 
Shaw 
Shays 
Sherman 
Sherwood 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simmons 
Skelton 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Snyder 
Sodrel 
Solis 
Spratt 
Stark 
Stearns 
Strickland 
Stupak 
Sullivan 
Sweeney 

Tancredo 
Tanner 
Tauscher 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Terry 
Thomas 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tiberi 
Tierney 
Towns 
Turner 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Upton 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walden (OR) 
Walsh 
Wamp 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters 
Watson 
Watt 
Weiner 
Weldon (PA) 
Weller 
Wexler 
Whitfield 
Wilson (NM) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wu 
Wynn 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 

NAYS—20

Barton (TX) 
Blackburn 
Burgess 
Burton (IN) 
Buyer 
Carter 
Cubin 

Culberson 
Gillmor 
Gohmert 
King (IA) 
McHenry 
Otter 
Pence 

Poe 
Price (GA) 
Simpson 
Thornberry 
Tiahrt 
Weldon (FL) 

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Souder 

NOT VOTING—7

Boucher 
Brown, Corrine 
Lee 

Rothman 
Waxman 
Westmoreland 

Wicker 

f 

b 2040 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

LAHOOD). Pursuant to House Resolu-
tion 241, House Resolution 240 is adopt-
ed. 

The text of H. Res. 240 is as follows:
H. RES. 240

Resolved, That clause 3 of rule XI of the 
Rules of the House of Representatives (relat-
ing to the Committee on Standards of Offi-
cial Conduct) is amended as follows: 

(1) Subparagraph (2) of paragraph (b) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) Except in the case of an investigation 
undertaken by the committee on its own ini-
tiative, the committee may undertake an in-
vestigation relating to the official conduct 
of an individual Member, Delegate, Resident 
Commissioner, officer, or employee of the 
House only—

‘‘(A) upon receipt of information offered as 
a complaint, in writing and under oath, from 
a Member, Delegate, or Resident Commis-
sioner and transmitted to the committee by 
such Member, Delegate, or Resident Com-
missioner; or 

‘‘(B) upon receipt of information offered as 
a complaint, in writing and under oath, from 
a person not a Member, Delegate, or Resi-
dent Commissioner provided that a Member, 
Delegate, or Resident Commissioner certifies 
in writing to the committee that he believes 
the information is submitted in good faith 
and warrants the review and consideration of 
the committee.

If a complaint is not disposed of within the 
applicable periods set forth in the rules of 
the Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct, the chairman and ranking minority 
member shall establish jointly an investiga-
tive subcommittee and forward the com-
plaint, or any portion thereof, to that sub-
committee for its consideration. However, if 
at any time during those periods either the 
chairman or ranking minority member 
places on the agenda the issue of whether to 
establish an investigative subcommittee, 
then an investigative subcommittee may be 
established only by an affirmative vote of a 
majority of the members of the committee.’’. 

(2) Paragraph (k) is amended to read as fol-
lows: 

‘‘Duties of chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber regarding properly filed complaints 

‘‘(k)(l) The committee shall adopt rules 
providing that whenever the chairman and 
ranking minority member jointly determine 
that information submitted to the com-
mittee meets the requirements of the rules 
of the committee for what constitutes a 
complaint, they shall have 45 calendar days 
or five legislative days, whichever is later, 
after that determination (unless the com-
mittee by an affirmative vote of a majority 
of its members votes otherwise) to—

‘‘(A) recommend to the committee that it 
dispose of the complaint, or any portion 
thereof, in any manner that does not require 
action by the House, which may include dis-
missal of the complaint or resolution of the 
complaint by a letter to the Member, officer, 
or employee of the House against whom the 
complaint is made; 

‘‘(B) establish an investigative sub-
committee; or 

‘‘(C) request that the committee extend 
the applicable 45-calendar day or five-legisla-
tive day period by one additional 45-calendar 
day period when they determine more time 
is necessary in order to make a recommenda-
tion under subdivision (A). 

‘‘(2) The committee shall adopt rules pro-
viding that if the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member jointly determine that infor-
mation submitted to the committee meets 
the requirements of the rules of the com-
mittee for what constitutes a complaint, and 
the complaint is not disposed of within the 
applicable time periods under subparagraph 
(1), then they shall establish an investigative 
subcommittee and forward the complaint, or 
any portion thereof, to that subcommittee 
for its consideration. However, if, at any 
time during those periods, either the chair-
man or ranking minority member places on 
the agenda the issue of whether to establish 
an investigative subcommittee, then an in-
vestigative subcommittee may be estab-
lished only by an affirmative vote of a ma-
jority of the members of the committee.’’. 

(3) Paragraphs (p) and (q) are amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘Due process rights of respondents

‘‘(p) The committee shall adopt rules to 
provide that—

‘‘(1) not less than 10 calendar days before a 
scheduled vote by an investigative sub-
committee on a statement of alleged viola-
tion, the subcommittee shall provide the re-
spondent with a copy of the statement of al-
leged violation it intends to adopt together 
with all evidence it intends to use to prove 

those charges which it intends to adopt, in-
cluding documentary evidence, witness testi-
mony, memoranda of witness interviews, and 
physical evidence, unless the subcommittee 
by an affirmative vote of a majority of its 
members decides to withhold certain evi-
dence in order to protect a witness; but if 
such evidence is withheld, the subcommittee 
shall inform the respondent that evidence is 
being withheld and of the count to which 
such evidence relates; 

‘‘(2) neither the respondent nor his counsel 
shall, directly or indirectly, contact the sub-
committee or any member thereof during 
the period of time set forth in paragraph (1) 
except for the sole purpose of settlement dis-
cussions where counsel for the respondent 
and the subcommittee are present; 

‘‘(3) if, at any time after the issuance of a 
statement of alleged violation, the com-
mittee or any subcommittee thereof deter-
mines that it intends to use evidence not 
provided to a respondent under paragraph (1) 
to prove the charges contained in the state-
ment of alleged violation (or any amendment
thereof), such evidence shall be made imme-
diately available to the respondent, and it 
may be used in any further proceeding under 
the rules of the committee; 

‘‘(4) evidence provided pursuant to para-
graph (1) or (3) shall be made available to the 
respondent and his or her counsel only after 
each agrees, in writing, that no document, 
information, or other materials obtained 
pursuant to that paragraph shall be made 
public until— 

‘‘(A) such time as a statement of alleged 
violation is made public by the committee if 
the respondent has waived the adjudicatory 
hearing; or 

‘‘(B) the commencement of an adjudicatory 
hearing if the respondent has not waived an 
adjudicatory hearing;

but the failure of respondent and his counsel 
to so agree in writing, and their consequent 
failure to receive the evidence, shall not pre-
clude the issuance of a statement of alleged 
violation at the end of the period referred to 
in paragraph (1); 

‘‘(5) a respondent shall receive written no-
tice whenever—

‘‘(A) the chairman and ranking minority 
member determine that information the 
committee has received constitutes a com-
plaint; 

‘‘(B) a complaint or allegation is trans-
mitted to an investigative subcommittee; 

‘‘(C) an investigative subcommittee votes 
to authorize its first subpoena or to take tes-
timony under oath, whichever occurs first; 
or 

‘‘(D) an investigative subcommittee votes 
to expand the scope of its investigation; 

‘‘(6) whenever an investigative sub-
committee adopts a statement of alleged vio-
lation and a respondent enters into an agree-
ment with that subcommittee to settle a 
complaint on which that statement is based, 
that agreement, unless the respondent re-
quests otherwise, shall be in writing and 
signed by the respondent and respondent’s 
counsel, the chairman and ranking minority 
member of the subcommittee, and the out-
side counsel, if any; 

‘‘(7) statements or information derived 
solely from a respondent or his counsel dur-
ing any settlement discussions between the 
committee or a subcommittee thereof and 
the respondent shall not be included in any 
report of the subcommittee or the com-
mittee or otherwise publicly disclosed with-
out the consent of the respondent; and 

‘‘(8) whenever a motion to establish an in-
vestigative subcommittee does not prevail, 
the committee shall promptly send a letter 
to the respondent informing him of such 
vote. 
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‘‘Committee reporting requirements 

‘‘(q) The committee shall adopt rules to 
provide that—

‘‘(1) whenever an investigative sub-
committee does not adopt a statement of al-
leged violation and transmits a report to 
that effect to the committee, the committee 
may by an affirmative vote of a majority of 
its members transmit such report to the 
House of Representatives; 

‘‘(2) whenever an investigative sub-
committee adopts a statement of alleged vio-
lation, the respondent admits to the viola-
tions set forth in such statement, the re-
spondent waives his or her right to an adju-
dicatory hearing, and the respondent’s waiv-
er is approved by the committee—

‘‘(A) the subcommittee shall prepare a re-
port for transmittal to the committee, a 
final draft of which shall be provided to the 
respondent not less than 15 calendar days be-
fore the subcommittee votes on whether to 
adopt the report; 

‘‘(B) the respondent may submit views in 
writing regarding the final draft to the sub-
committee within seven calendar days of re-
ceipt of that draft; 

‘‘(C) the subcommittee shall transmit a re-
port to the committee regarding the state-
ment of alleged violation together with any 
views submitted by the respondent pursuant 
to subdivision (B), and the committee shall 
make the report together with the respond-
ent’s views available to the public before the 
commencement of any sanction hearing; and 

‘‘(D) the committee shall by an affirmative 
vote of a majority of its members issue a re-
port and transmit such report to the House 
of Representatives, together with the re-
spondent’s views previously submitted pur-
suant to subdivision (B) and any additional 
views respondent may submit for attach-
ment to the final report; and 

‘‘(3) members of the committee shall have 
not less than 72 hours to review any report 
transmitted to the committee by an inves-
tigative subcommittee before both the com-
mencement of a sanction hearing and the 
committee vote on whether to adopt the re-
port.’’.

f 

DEMOCRATS SHOULD REFOCUS 
EFFORTS 

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina 
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, the American people elected 
us to represent their best interests, and 
Republicans in the 109th Congress are 
fulfilling their duties. In only 4 
months, Republicans have made real 
progress in decreasing the deficit, 
strengthening America’s borders, pre-
venting frivolous lawsuits, improving 
our highways, and providing our coun-
try with a comprehensive energy pol-
icy. 

Unfortunately, in an effort to ob-
struct the successful Republican agen-
da, House Democrats have dedicated 
their time and energy to play politics 
and obstruct Republican Members of 
Congress. 

Last week, Republican Members of 
the Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct agreed to impanel a formal in-
vestigation into the recent allegations 
regarding the majority leader. Today, 
the House considered another proposal 
to address this issue. 

House Democrats prefer to attack 
our effective majority leader, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY), in-
stead of allowing Congress to hold an 
open and honest discussion on this 
issue. I am disappointed by their ac-
tions and hopeful that Democrats will 
refocus their efforts on providing real 
solutions for the American people. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and we will never forget September 11. 

f 

TRAVEL RESTRICTIONS TO CUBA 
AFFECTING AMERICAN TROOPS 

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, we 
heard the last speaker say ‘‘God bless 
the troops.’’ 

I want to tell you the story of a man 
named Carlos Lazo. He is a Cuban-
American. He joined the military. He 
served honorably in the National 
Guard in the State of Washington. He 
spent a year in Iraq as a medic in 
Fallujah, the most violent area of 
Baghdad or all of Iraq. 

When he came back he thought, 
Maybe I would like to go see my chil-
dren. So he went and applied for a visa 
to Cuba, and he was told, Well, we are 
sorry, you went in 2003. You can’t see 
your children until 2006. 

Now, we are out here passing these 
ridiculous resolutions about how the 
Cubans act about travel. Why can Car-
los Lazo not go and see his children? 

I write a letter to OFAC up at the De-
partment of Treasury. They do not 
even answer my letter. They give no 
justification for why a man who served 
cannot see his kids. And guess what? 
He is going back to Iraq. That is how 
much we respect the military in this 
country. 

Somebody ought to act on his behalf. 
The Republicans have control of this 
Congress. They have control of the 
White House. And Carlos cannot see his 
kids. Some democracy you are selling 
in Iraq.

f 

CONGRATULATING COACH GENE 
MAYFIELD ON HIS INDUCTION TO 
THE TEXAS HIGH SCHOOL FOOT-
BALL HALL OF FAME 

(Mr. CONAWAY asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
tonight to congratulate Coach Gene 
Mayfield on his induction into the 
Texas High School Hall of Fame. On 
May 7, 2005, Coach Mayfield will be in-
ducted into the Texas High School Hall 
of Fame. 

Coach Mayfield was a master at turn-
ing mediocre football programs into 
State title contenders. A graduate of 
Quitaque High School, Mayfield played 
quarterback for Coach Frank 
Kimbrough at West Texas State Uni-
versity. In 1950, Mayfield led his team 

to a Border Conference Championship 
and a win over the University of Cin-
cinnati in the 1951 Sun Bowl. After 
serving as Kimbrough’s assistant for 
two seasons, Mayfield accepted the job 
at Littlefield High School, where his 
teams advanced to the Texas State 
semi-final games in 1954 and 1956. 

Coach Mayfield began rebuilding the 
football program at Borger High 
School in 1958 with a district title in 
his first season. His 1962 squad was 
undefeated until losing the Texas State 
championship game to San Antonio 
Brackenridge 30 to 26. 

In 1965, the ‘‘Father of Mojo’’ took 
over an Odessa Permian team picked to 
finish last in the district. The Panthers 
went on to win the Texas State cham-
pionship, beating San Antonio Lee 11 
to 6. Mayfield’s teams also advanced to 
the title game in 1968 and 1970. 

Mayfield left Odessa Permian and 
took the West Texas State University 
job in 1971. He finished his coaching ca-
reer at Levelland High School. 

Coach Mayfield posted a career high 
school record of 156 wins, 35 losses and 
4 ties. While his teams were very suc-
cessful, Coach Mayfield’s greatest ac-
complishment was the influence he had 
on the lives of the young men he 
coached. He instilled in all of us the 
value of hard work, responsibility, dis-
cipline, and being prepared. Coach 
Mayfield left a lasting impression on 
everyone he coached. 

I credit much of my personal success 
to his influence on my life during these 
years since 1965. 

Congratulations, Coach Mayfield, on 
a life well led. 

f 

WELCOME HOME TENNESSEE NA-
TIONAL GUARD FROM McNAIRY 
COUNTY, TENNESSEE 
(Mrs. BLACKBURN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, 
today I would like to welcome home 
some of our Tennessee Army National 
Guard, our friends and neighbors from 
McNairy County who were deployed in 
2004. 

America relies on men and women 
who are willing to give of their time 
and effort and energy to defend our 
great Nation. These are men and 
women of courage and bravery, and 
that is what each individual has done. 
They have defended this Nation; they 
have defended our freedom. 

I know the Tennessee National Guard 
Family Group Service of McNairy 
County has done a great job coming to-
gether to support the men and women 
in uniform and working to be sure that 
the families of those deployed had the 
help that they needed. 

Mr. Speaker, McNairy County really 
has been a model community in this ef-
fort, and I hope all of my colleagues 
will join me in congratulating them 
and welcoming home their loved ones 
in the Tennessee Army National 
Guard.
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SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CARTER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, and 
under a previous order of the House, 
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MCCAR-
THY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mrs. MCCARTHY addressed the 
House. Her remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. HENSARLING addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
take this time for my Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
f 

IN SUPPORT OF LIEUTENANT 
PANTANO 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
JONES) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, today is the second day of the 
Article 32 hearing for Second Lieuten-
ant Ilario Pantano, a marine who I 
have talked about at great length who 
has served our Nation bravely in both 
Gulf Wars. 

In an action of self-defense a year 
ago, Lieutenant Pantano made a split-
second battlefield decision to shoot two 
Iraqi insurgents who refused to follow 
his orders to stop their movement to-
wards him. Two and one-half months 
later, a sergeant under his command, 
who never even saw the shooting and 
who was earlier demoted for his lack of 
leadership abilities, accused him of 
murder. Because of that, Lieutenant 
Pantano today continues to face an Ar-
ticle 32 hearing where a hearing officer 
will determine whether he will face a 
court-martial for two counts of pre-
meditated murder. 

Mr. Speaker, today’s hearing came to 
a halt when it became apparent that 
Lieutenant Pantano’s accuser, Ser-
geant Coburn, had recently violated his 

superior’s orders not to give interviews 
on this case. The defense showed that 
he has interviewed with many media 
outlets. Just last week, New York Mag-
azine ran a cover story on this case 
with multiple quotes from Sergeant 
Coburn. It is clear that his testimony 
cannot be considered credible. 

What is happening to this young man 
is an injustice. I see absolutely no way 
these charges can move forward any 
further when the accuser and key wit-
ness in this case is an individual who 
did not see the incident, has contin-
ually disobeyed orders, and who has 
clearly made it his mission to defame 
the character and integrity of a supe-
rior who demoted him for poor per-
formance. 

Lieutenant Pantano has served this 
Nation in great honor. My personal ex-
perience with him and his family con-
vinced me that he is a dedicated family 
man who loves his Corps and his coun-
try. By all accounts, he was an excep-
tional marine. 

I hope that in the next day or two as 
these hearings end, the hearing officer 
comes to the same conclusion that I 
and many like me have come to, that 
Lieutenant Pantano should never have 
been charged in the first place, and 
that all charges against him are 
dropped. I hope and pray that the truth 
will prevail. 

Mr. Speaker, I have put in a resolu-
tion, House Resolution 167, to support 
Lieutenant Pantano as he faces trial. I 
hope that my colleagues in the House 
will take some time to read my resolu-
tion and look into this situation for 
themselves. But, most of all, I hope it 
is not necessary for us to discuss this 
further after this week. 

I close with a quote from a witness in 
today’s trial, Navy Corpsman George 
‘‘Doc’’ Gobles, who was present during 
the shooting, but did not actually see 
anything. He did, however, testify to 
the character and leadership of Lieu-
tenant Pantano. When he was asked 
about Lieutenant Pantano on the stand 
earlier today, he said, ‘‘I just felt a 
sense of security when a situation 
arose, I knew he would be able to take 
care of it. I felt the safest with this 
platoon, more than any other platoon 
in our company, more than anything 
because of Lieutenant Pantano and his 
leadership.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, as I close I want to 
mention that his mother, who is a won-
derful lady from New York whom I 
have had the pleasure of talking to on 
several occasions, has set up an Inter-
net Web site. It is 
www.defendthedefenders.org, and I 
would ask my colleagues to please look 
into this and join me on House Resolu-
tion 167. I ask the good Lord in heaven 
to please bless Lieutenant Pantano and 
his family, and I ask the good Lord to 
please bless all of our men and women 
in uniform and their families, and I ask 
God to please bless America.

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
REQUIREMENT OF CLAUSE 6(a) 
OF RULE XIII WITH RESPECT TO 
CONSIDERATION OF CERTAIN 
RESOLUTIONS 
Mr. PUTNAM, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 109–60) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 242) waiving a requirement of 
clause 6(a) of rule XIII with respect to 
consideration of certain resolutions re-
ported from the Committee on Rules, 
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

REAL SOLUTIONS FOR 
IMMIGRATION POLICY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIERREZ) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
this evening to continue my ongoing 
efforts to offer real solutions to fix our 
immigration system and to highlight 
the real contributions of our Nation’s 
immigrant community. 

Last week, we talked about CNN’s 
Lou Dobbs and his ‘‘Broken Borders’’ 
segment. We talked about how Mr. 
Dobbs uses his show to offer a venue to 
anti-immigrant extremists. We talked 
about how, between all of his regular 
guests, one would be hard-pressed to 
find a solution to the challenges we 
face, because they would rather dema-
gogue and divide than offer tangible 
ideas or pragmatic proposals. I guess 
they think it is better for ratings, bet-
ter for raising money for their organi-
zations, or better for riling up their 
membership. 

Well, let me say this: It is not better 
for America. It is not better for Amer-
ica to do nothing about an immigra-
tion system that hurts families, ham-
pers businesses, and harms commu-
nities. 

So, this evening, I thought we could 
continue our discussion on mending 
borders, and I thought we could do it 
by answering a few questions that Mr. 
Dobbs left unanswered at the end of his 
show last week. 

Let me start with Ray from Michi-
gan’s comment. Ray wrote the fol-
lowing to Mr. Dobbs: ‘‘Isn’t hiring ille-
gal aliens just another way to 
outsource labor? The money doesn’t 
stay in the United States.’’ 

Well, Ray from Michigan, since Mr. 
Dobbs did not refute the inaccuracy of 
your statement, let me point you to a 
recent study by the Inter-American De-
velopment Bank. 

According to the study, approxi-
mately 16.7 million U.S. workers born 
in Latin America had a combined gross 
income of $450 billion last year, of 
which 93 percent was spent locally. 
That means billions of dollars spent at 
local stores for local services, that 
means hundreds of thousands of jobs 
created. Just look at Chicago. Accord-
ing to a study by the Center For Urban 
Economic Development at the Univer-
sity of Illinois, the estimated 220 un-
documented immigrants in the Chicago 
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area alone added $5.5 billion to the 
local economy, creating more than 
31,000 jobs. 

So I would simply and respectfully 
say to Ray from Michigan that immi-
grants make enormous contributions 
to our economy and to our commu-
nities, and we should work together to 
create a system that allows them to 
come out of the shadows and work here 
legally, safely, and humanely. 

Now, let’s go to Judy in Belvedere, Il-
linois. Judy wrote the following to Mr. 
Dobbs: ‘‘I feel like this country is fi-
nally waking up to the fact that the il-
legal population is draining our coun-
try of millions of taxpayers’ money.’’ 

Let me respond with a few points, the 
first being that all immigrants pay 
taxes, income taxes, property taxes, 
sales taxes, gasoline taxes, cigarette 
taxes, every tax when they make a pur-
chase. As far as income tax payments 
go, sources vary in their accounts, but 
a range of studies find that immigrants 
pay between $90 billion and $140 billion 
in Federal, State, and local taxes. 

And let us not forget the Social Secu-
rity system. Recent studies show that 
undocumented workers sustain the So-
cial Security system with a subsidy as 
much as $7 billion a year. Let me re-
peat that: $7 billion a year. 

Mr. Speaker, I know I have provided 
a lot of facts and figures this evening, 
so let me close with a newspaper quote 
describing immigrants: ‘‘These people 
are by their nature unruly and not fit 
for civil society and government. We 
have little hope of containing them, 
other than by force of law.’’ 

Somebody writing to Lou Dobbs? No. 
The source of the quote, an editorial in 
the esteemed New York Times. In their 
defense, it was in 1895. 

And what unruly, ungovernable mis-
fits was the New York Times writing 
about? Italian immigrants. 

Now, my point in reading this quote 
is not to be critical of the New York 
Times or, let me be clear, to say any-
thing disparaging about Italian immi-
grants. 

My point, I hope, is obvious. 
Uncertainty and fear and ignorance 

about immigrants, about people who 
are different, has a history as old as 
our Nation. Boston and Philadelphia 
papers in the early 19th century edito-
rialized against the Irish who they said 
were ruining our Nation, for the only 
real Americans, those, of course, being 
of English ancestry. It is not new or 
unusual for the real Americans, mean-
ing those immigrants who came to 
America a little bit longer ago, to fear 
the outsiders, the pretenders, the new-
comers. But I think we have an obliga-
tion to set the record straight. 

Because the truth is, today’s immi-
grants, as they have for generation 
after generation, work the longest 
hours at the hardest jobs for the lowest 
pay, jobs that are just about impossible 
to fill. They pick our fruit, they care 
for our children and elderly, they 
change bedpans, they clear our tables 
and wash our dishes. And they do those 

jobs not because they want to take 
away anything from America, but be-
cause they want to give their skills, 
their sweat, their labor, for a better 
life and to help build a better America, 
just as those who came before them. 

I hope we in this body can work in a 
bipartisan manner to ensure that our 
immigration system can better reflect 
their contributions.

f 

ETHICS DISCUSSIONS IN 
WASHINGTON, DC 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
MCHENRY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Speaker, we are 
hearing a lot about ethics these days, 
ethical problems, ethical controversies. 
Why is ethics coming up as a topic of 
discussion here in Washington, DC? It 
is because the Democrat leadership has 
led their party on a campaign against 
our Republican majority through what 
I believe is a conspiracy of character 
assassination and misleading attacks. 

Let me quote this week’s U.S. News 
and World Report. Democrat strate-
gists, confident that voters are increas-
ingly fed up with the Republican estab-
lishment, are planning an all-out at-
tack on what they call the ‘‘abuse of 
power’’ by Republicans. Democrat 
strategists, Mr. Speaker. Those folks 
who live and crawl around the base-
ment of the Democrat National Com-
mittee and the DCCC, they see ethics 
as a way that might be able to gain 
them a few congressional seats. 

I can tell my colleagues why they are 
doing this. It is because in the last 2 
election cycles, Democrats, their agen-
da, their leaders, their ideas, or lack 
thereof, are going nowhere. They lost 
six U.S. Senate seats. They have posted 
double digit losses in the U.S. House of 
Representatives races. They are sitting 
back and trying to obstruct as Repub-
licans pass tax relief. In fact, in just 
this Congress, we eliminated the death 
tax, the double taxation of inheritance. 
They watched as the Republicans 
passed an energy policy to keep and 
lower gas prices. They tried to obstruct 
class action lawsuit reform which Re-
publicans passed to protect small busi-
nesses and individuals from the frivo-
lous lawsuits of ambulance-chasing 
trial lawyers. They sat back as we 
passed comprehensive bankruptcy re-
form. And they are losing their own 
Members on these votes. 

Mr. Speaker, over 70 Democrats have 
abandoned their leadership, their Dem-
ocrat leadership to support a Repub-
lican bill on bankruptcy reform. Forty-
two Democrats bolted their leadership, 
their left-wing leadership to support 
the permanent repeal of the death tax. 
Forty-one Democrats abandoned their 
leadership on energy policy, because 
they see that our ideas are better than 
their party’s. A whopping 50 members 
of the Democratic Caucus abandoned 
their leader, the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. PELOSI), on class action 

lawsuit reform. The Democrat Party is 
hemorrhaging. They are hemorrhaging.
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So how does the leadership fight 

back, when they cannot even win their 
own rank-and-file members? How do 
they fight back? It is by baseless, 
senseless attacks and character assas-
sinations, that is how. Let me quote an 
article that ran in a January issue of 
the New Republic, a liberal left wing 
magazine. The article is called ‘‘How 
the Democrats Can Overthrow the 
House.’’ And I quote: ‘‘Democrats 
should consider fighting back by 
extraparliamentary means, going be-
yond the standard perimeters of legis-
lative debate and attacking Repub-
licans not on issues but on ethics. 
Character. In other words, it may be 
time for Democrats to burn down the 
House in order to save it.’’ 

Not my words, Mr. Speaker. This is 
the liberal strategy for taking control 
of this House of Representatives. Burn 
down the House. Burn down this insti-
tution. That is the Democrats’ plan. 
They are willing to tear down this very 
institution so they can gain raw polit-
ical power. We have seen this before, 
and that is why you are hearing all of 
this about House rules and ethics. 

But here is the deal. Democrats want 
to apply the rules, Mr. Speaker. They 
do. They just do not want to apply the 
rules to themselves. Consider the 
Democratic leader, the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. PELOSI). She 
called for an investigation of the House 
majority leader, our Republican major-
ity leader, for alleged irregularities for 
his travel records. 

But ABC News reported last night 
that members of her very own Demo-
crat leadership staff have not properly 
disclosed their own travel forms. Not 
just once. Not just twice. But a dozen 
times. The gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Mrs. JONES) who is a member of the 
ethics committee, Mr. Speaker, the 
gentlewoman is a member of the ethics 
committee, she went on a trip to Puer-
to Rico. I do not blame her for wanting 
to go on a nice trip. The gentlewoman 
from Ohio went on this with the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI) 
herself, as well as a number of other 
Democrats. 

According to ABC News last night, 
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Mrs. 
JONES) said the incident was paid for 
by a registered lobbyist, while the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. PELOSI) 
said it was paid for by a different orga-
nization. 

Then, the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Mrs. JONES) went back and amended 
her forms to say that the lobbyist did 
not pay for it. But you know what? 
Two other Democrats that went on 
that trip did not even disclose their 
travel. Did not even disclose it. When 
asked, one Member told the Wash-
ington Times, this happened 4 years 
ago; I am not sure why this is even rel-
evant. Wow. 

Do you hear hypocrisy? This is the 
pot calling the kettle black. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

CARTER). The time of the gentleman 
has expired.

f 

POINT OF ORDER 
Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, I make a 

point of order. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman will state his point of order. 
Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, is the gen-

tleman allowed to make allegations, 
false allegations about another Mem-
ber on the floor of the House during 
this time? 

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Speaker, if I may 
address this, these are not false allega-
tions 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, I would 
appreciate a ruling. 

Mr. MCHENRY. I am reporting what 
ABC News reported. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. 

Mr. MCHENRY. This is reported in 
the press. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will remind all Members to re-
frain from arraigning official reference 
to the conduct of other Members. The 
gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. MCHENRY. Mr. Speaker, it is in 
reference to a reported incident that is 
covered by ABC News. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired. 

f 

SMART SECURITY AND THE 
TSUNAMI OF PEACE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WOOLSEY) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, those 
watching C–SPAN right now probably 
are wondering what they are watching. 
They probably think it is a circus. But 
they are pretty familiar with the 5-
minute speeches that Members of Con-
gress deliver each day after the House 
of Representatives wraps up its legisla-
tive session. 

Some critics and political opponents 
may claim that these nightly speeches 
serve little purpose, and sometimes 
they do serve little purpose. It is hard 
to accomplish much in 5-minute incre-
ments, they say. 

But because half of the American 
people are not being represented by the 
Bush administration’s shameful and 
threatening foreign policy, and half the 
American people are not receiving the 
representation they deserve from the 
Republicans in Congress, those who 
cower to the President’s every demand 
when it comes to funding the illegal, ill 
advised and dangerous war in Iraq, I 
come here nightly so that I can discuss 
that very issue, the issue of the war in 
Iraq. That issue says to me that we 
need to change the way we think about 
foreign policy if we hope our country 
will survive the threat of global ter-
rorism from fanatical groups like al 
Qaeda. 

That is why next week I will reintro-
duce the SMART Security Resolution 

for the 21st Century, legislation that 
provides a positive alternative to the 
Bush doctrine of unilateralism and pre-
emptive war. SMART Security address-
es the threat of terrorism and nuclear 
security by augmenting and encour-
aging diplomatic efforts with other na-
tions. 

We need to address the threats we 
face through international coopera-
tion, not war, because the military op-
tion does not solve our problems. 

Only by promoting an effective na-
tional security strategy that is based 
on conflict prevention, diplomacy, 
multilateralism, and nonproliferation 
can we truly secure America for the fu-
ture, while at the same time holding on 
to the liberties and values that make 
this country so very great. 

Many of my House colleagues have 
stood with me in urging a new and 
smarter American foreign policy. Fifty 
Members of Congress cosponsored the 
SMART Security resolution during the 
108th Congress, and my staff and I will 
work to ensure that this number in-
creases in the 109th Congress. 

But Members of Congress are not 
alone in this effort. Many of my con-
stituents get it too. I am incredibly 
privileged to serve as the voice in Con-
gress for the people of Marin and 
Sonoma counties, just north of the 
Golden Gate Bridge, which comprises 
California’s 6th Congressional District. 

My constituents get democracy as 
well as anyone else in the country. In 
last November’s election, for example, 
a record 891⁄2 percent of registered vot-
ers turned out to vote in California’s 
6th district; 91.1 percent turned out in 
my hometown of Petaluma, California. 

That is why I quote them, and I want 
to quote Marge Piaggio, who lives in 
Fairfax, California. She called my of-
fice earlier this month to say that 
what the world needs is, and I am 
quoting her pretty liberally here, but 
she said what the world needs is a 
‘‘peace tsunami.’’ The tsunami analogy 
might sound like an odd idea at first, 
but I think Marge is on to something. 
It is about time, she said, and I agree 
with her, that we washed over the war 
machine and cleaned up our political 
system. 

Of course Congress will need the help 
and the support of citizens of the 
United States in this effort. And an-
other one of my constituents, Jean 
Walz of Santa Rosa, wrote because she 
realizes that there is an important role 
that she and others like herself can 
play in helping to end the war in Iraq. 

In reference to my nightly 5-minute 
speeches, Jean wrote the following in 
an e-mail, and I quote her: ‘‘If you can 
do this each night, so can I. I will send 
an evening missive each and every 
night to my local elected representa-
tives to please stop this war in Iraq.’’ 

Everyone in this country, Mr. Speak-
er, who opposes the Bush administra-
tion’s dangerous current path can emu-
late Jean Walz’s heroic efforts to influ-
ence her local representatives. Then we 
will have peace in the United States 
between ourselves and other countries.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed 
the House. His remarks will appear 
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire. 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to take the time of the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. BURTON). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire? 

There was no objection. 
f 

COMMEMORATING THE 90TH ANNI-
VERSARY OF THE ARMENIAN 
GENOCIDE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Hampshire (Mr. 
BRADLEY) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to commemo-
rate the 90th anniversary of the Arme-
nian genocide and to commend the Ar-
menian Caucus co-chairs, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. KNOLLEN-
BERG) and the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE), for again en-
couraging their colleagues to remem-
ber this solemn occasion. 

April 24 marked the beginning of this 
systematic and deliberate campaign of 
genocide perpetrated by the Ottoman 
Empire in 1915. Over the next 8 years, 
1.5 million Armenians were tortured 
and murdered, and more than half a 
million were forced from their home-
land into exile. 

The U.S. Ambassador to the Ottoman 
Empire during the genocide vividly 
documented the massacre of the Arme-
nians by stating: ‘‘I am confident that 
the whole history of the human race 
contains no such horrible episode as 
this. The great massacres and persecu-
tions of the past seem almost insignifi-
cant when compared to the sufferings 
of the Armenian race in 1915.’’ 

As this crime against humanity was 
being committed, the United States led 
the world in attempting to end the 
slaughter and to save those who sur-
vived. American intervention pre-
vented the full realization of the Otto-
man Empire’s genocidal plan, and U.S. 
humanitarian assistance was extended 
to those who survived. 

While the U.S. record on the Arme-
nian genocide is the most expansive in 
the detail of its coverage of the events 
of 1915 to 1918, the official records of 
many other countries, Austria, France, 
Germany, Great Britain, Italy, and 
Russia corroborate the evidence gath-
ered by U.S. diplomats. 

Therefore, it is important for our 
government to reaffirm its own record 
on the Armenian genocide and to as-
sure that the relevant historical 
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records are preserved. By keeping 
memories alive through history, we 
will prevent other instances of inhu-
manity from occurring. 

As an ardent supporter of New Hamp-
shire’s Armenian community, I would 
like to pay particular respect to hard-
working individuals within my State. 
Mr. Mike Manoian and Mr. John 
Aranosian have long advocated on be-
half of the Armenian-American citi-
zens in New Hampshire, and their ef-
forts have resulted in the increased 
awareness and understanding of Arme-
nian interests. I applaud that dedicated 
work and greatly appreciate their 
strong commitment. As a proud mem-
ber of the Congressional Caucus on Ar-
menian Issues, I will continue to en-
courage my colleagues to honor the 
memory of those Armenians who suf-
fered and perished nearly a century 
ago.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. GEORGE 
MILLER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California 
addressed the House. His remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.)

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take the time of 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York? 

There was no objection. 

f 

COMMEMORATION OF THE 60TH 
ANNIVERSARY OF AUSCHWITZ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ISRAEL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ISRAEL. Mr. Speaker, in Janu-
ary I attended the commemoration of 
the 60th anniversary of the Auschwitz 
death camp in Poland. This month and 
over the next several weeks, the world 
will pause and reflect on the 60th anni-
versary of the liberation of so many 
Holocaust death camps and, in fact, the 
drawing to a close of the Holocaust. 

Every day the memory of the Holo-
caust diminishes as survivors find their 
eternal rest. And that is why it is so 
profoundly important that we teach 
the lessons of the Holocaust to our 
young people, to generations who be-
come more and more removed and 
more and more distant from that grue-
some experience. 

I recently received a poem from a 
very bright young woman who met 
with a survivor from Auschwitz named 
Josephina Prins. I want to read this 
poem on the floor of the House because 
it shows just how powerful that experi-
ence was, bridging the divide of genera-

tions and making one of histories most 
unfathomable tragedies real for a 13-
year-old girl named Ophelia Snyder. 
The poem is entitled ‘‘The Miracle, 
Josephina Prins.’’
They called you a number, 
A thing. 
They called you an animal. 
You were a star. 
You were a Jew. 
They treated you like a smudge, 
Like an object. 
You are a person just like us. 
Prick your finger. 
What comes out? 
Ask a friend. 
What comes out? 
Red blood. 
We are all the same. 
Then why, 
Why did you seem so different? 
Why are you not treated the same? 
Are you not flesh? 
Are you not blood? 
Does your heart not beat? 
Are we not the same? 
74937. 
You are special. 
But then you are the same. 
74937. 
P-R-I-N-S. 
Let that name live forever. 
Even in the darkest night. 
Let those letters shine with the hope of oth-

ers. 
Let her memories live forever. 
Let her life inspire. 
Let others remember. 
And let us never forget. 
P-R-I-N-S. 
Josephine Prins. 
The Jewel. 
The Jew. 
A miracle. 
By the girl who met the miracle. 
Ophelia B. Snyder. 

Ms. Snyder is 13 years old, but she 
teaches lessons that are, in fact, eter-
nal.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PORTMAN addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to assume 
the time of the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. PORTMAN). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 

f 

DEFINITION OF HYPOCRISY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky (Mr. DAVIS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, Webster’s Dictionary defines hypoc-
risy as a false pretension to personal 
qualities or principles not actually pos-
sessed. 

Politicize is defined as to make the 
subject a political discussion or dis-
pute. Progress is defined as moving for-
ward, advancing, developing. 

Now, of those three words, I can pick 
out two that occur regularly in this 
Chamber as the minority party per-
fects its blocking maneuvers. Unfortu-
nately, it is not progress. 

Let us talk about hypocrisy. Four 
Members of the minority party took 
the same trip with the foreign agent 
that the Democrats keep crowing that 
the majority leader took. Another 
Member of the minority party filed 
travel papers clearly stating that a lob-
byist paid for her trip, but then cor-
rected the papers after reporters asked 
about them and chalked it up to 
human error.

b 2115 
Yet the minority leader continues to 

insist that the ethics problems her 
party has trumped up is a Republican 
issue. I think that those who live in 
glass houses should not throw stones, 
lest their own walls begin to crack. 

The minority leader’s staff has not 
properly disclosed their own travel 12 
times. A Democrat member of the eth-
ics committee reported that a reg-
istered lobbyist paid for a trip she took 
to Puerto Rico. Two other Democrats 
did not even disclose that they went on 
the same trip. The minority whip took 
ten trips paid for by private parties 
that he never disclosed. 

If you listen closely, you will hear 
the tinkling clatter of cracked glass 
falling on the ground outside the mi-
nority leader’s office. 

It is regrettable that the shameless 
hypocrisy of the liberal wing of the mi-
nority party in this Chamber chose to 
politicize the ethics committee. The 
reasons for doing this are simple: The 
liberal wing of the minority party 
knows that they have no agenda, no 
ideas, and frankly no leadership. So 
they are striking out against a success-
ful majority leader who has brought 
forth an agenda, continues to offer 
ideas, and continues to lead his party. 

The liberal wing of the minority 
party, still stinging from their losses 
in November, especially in the great 
State of Texas, are going after the ma-
jority leader. He must be doing some-
thing right to account for all the vitri-
olic slander aimed at him. 

The liberal wing of the minority 
party had to create a distraction in 
hopes that the country would not no-
tice that the Republicans were busy 
passing bipartisan legislation to create 
jobs, to help small businesses, to 
strengthen our borders, and craft a 
comprehensive energy policy. 

So what do we do now? 
The minority party will not let the 

ethics committee meet so the majority 
leader can clear his name. For the good 
of the House, the ethics process has to 
be above partisan politics. The Repub-
licans have been willing throughout 
these long months of blustering from 
the obstructionist party to work to-
wards a solution for the ethics com-
mittee to do its work. 
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Maybe returning us to the rules of 

the previous Congress will be accept-
able to them, maybe not. I guess we 
will find out as the minority leader is 
sweeping up the broken glass resulting 
from her shattered strategy of personal 
attacks, personal destruction, and per-
sonal slander.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CARTER). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. PALLONE) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

(Mr. PALLONE addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to claim the time 
of the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Washington? 

There was no objection. 

f 

PRACTICE WHAT YOU PREACH 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. 
MCDERMOTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, we 
passed the bankruptcy bill out of here 
the other day and I voted ‘‘no,’’ and I 
will show you what I got for my re-
ward. I got two more credit cards in 
the mail the very same day I voted 
‘‘no.’’ 

The credit card industry in this coun-
try is demonstrating what is anti-
Christian about this body. A lot of peo-
ple stand around and tell us, oh, we be-
lieve in the Judeo-Christian religion 
and that is the root of all our efforts 
and everything else. Well, let me tell 
you something: The Israelites went 
down into Egypt and they were slaves. 
God said, look, I am going to take you 
out of Egypt, I will put you in the 
promised land but you have got to de-
velop a community where nobody is 
enslaved. 

Now, that took us to several different 
points in the presentation. The first 
was the idea of the Sabbath. On the 
Sabbath day, everybody was supposed 
to rest; slave, worker, wife, husband, 
animals, everybody rested on the sev-
enth day. 

The second concept was of the Sab-
bath year. And here is what the Sab-
bath year was. And I read this, this is 
from Deuteronomy 15. If you do not 
know, that is the fifth book in the Jew-
ish Bible and it is also the fifth book in 
the Christian Bible. 

‘‘Every seventh year you shall grant 
a remission of debts. And this is the 
manner of the remission: Every cred-
itor shall remit the claim that is held 
against a neighbor, not exacting it of a 

neighbor who is a member of the com-
munity, because the Lord’s remission 
has been proclaimed. When the Lord, 
your God, has blessed you as he has 
promised you, you will lend to other 
nations but you will not borrow.’’ 

How do we explain $450 billion of bor-
rowing? 

‘‘You will rule over other nations but 
they will not rule over you.’’ And it 
goes on. ‘‘If there is among you anyone 
in need, a member of your community 
in any of our towns within the land 
that the Lord, your God, is giving you, 
do not be hard-hearted or tight-fisted 
towards your needy neighbor. You 
should open your hand, willingly lend 
enough to meet the need, whatever it 
may be. Be careful you do not enter-
tain a mean thought, thinking the sev-
enth year, the year of remission is 
near, and therefore view your needy 
neighbor with hostility and give noth-
ing. Your neighbor might cry to the 
Lord against you and you will incur 
guilt. Give liberally but be ungrudging 
when you do so, for on this account the 
Lord, your God, will bless you and all 
your work and all that you undertake. 

‘‘Since there will never cease to be 
some in need on the Earth, I therefore 
command you, open your hand to the 
poor and the needy neighbor in your 
land.’’ 

Now we have stood out here and 
passed a bill that is in exact contradic-
tion. This same idea goes right into the 
Christian faith. This is not a Jewish 
idea. It is not a Christian idea. It is the 
Judeo-Christian ethic under which we 
live. 

The bankruptcy bill says, if you have 
taken more money and borrowed more 
money than you can pay off, we are 
going to get you. We are going to 
squeeze the last dime out of you. 

In that bill that passed here the 
other day, we changed a basic principle 
in our bankruptcy law in this country; 
that if you are in bankruptcy the first 
draw on any money available is the 
wife and the children. Child support. 
That should be the first money that 
goes out to be paid. If there is nothing 
else left, that should be first. 

What this bill said was, these credit 
card companies who are out there send-
ing these cards out all over this coun-
try with absolutely no regulation 
whatsoever, they are hooking people 
and then we are going to squeeze the 
last dime. We will put the poor woman 
and her kids in court, arguing with at-
torneys from the credit card company 
about whether or not they are going to 
get any money. So the poor woman and 
the kids are going to spend their food 
money on a lawyer to fight these peo-
ple. No protection whatsoever. 

That is not what the book of Deuter-
onomy said. That is not what God com-
mended us to do. Whether we are Chris-
tian or Arab or Muslim or whatever, 
that bill was an abomination. We ought 
to start paying attention to the base of 
the values that we say we submit to in 
this House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. GUT-
KNECHT) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. GUTKNECHT addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.) 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. CUMMINGS addressed the 
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. EMANUEL) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. EMANUEL addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. FLAKE addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. CONAWAY addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD) is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks will 
appear hereafter in the Extensions of 
Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. DENT addressed the House. His 
remarks will appear hereafter in the 
Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. PETER-
SON) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania ad-
dressed the House. His remarks will ap-
pear hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.) 

f 

UPDATING SOCIAL SECURITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentlewoman from 
Kentucky (Mrs. NORTHUP) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
majority leader. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on my Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Kentucky? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today to highlight an important issue 
that has become the topic of much dis-
cussion across our country: Social Se-
curity. 

Republicans in Congress have joined 
together to form a series of teams to 
highlight the important issues facing 
our Nation today, and I am proud to 
serve as the chairman of the Retire-
ment Security Team and to be joined 
by a number of my esteemed colleagues 
for this important discussion tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, we know that it is im-
portant that Congress address the chal-
lenges that Social Security stand be-
fore us in the coming years. We know 
that there is an increased number of 
retirees and that there are fewer join-
ing the work force. When Social Secu-
rity first paid out benefits in 1950 there 
were about 16 workers for every re-
tiree. Today there are 3.3 workers for 
every retiree, and we are headed to-
wards a time when there will be only 2 
workers in the system for every re-
tiree. This means that we need a sys-
tem that can support a Social Security 
team program. 

When Social Security began, it hap-
pened that it paid out benefits when 
you were 65, but the life expectancy 
was at the age of 62. So this means for 
the average American they paid into a 
system where they were expected to die 
3 years before they would be entitled to 
collect benefits. To our great benefit 
and to all Americans’ benefit, our lives 
are much different now. We know that 
our life expectancies are much greater 
than 65; 79, 80, 81 are becoming the life 
expectancy. And not only that, Ameri-
cans are healthier. They are enjoying 
vibrant lives after they retire, and that 
means we have to have a Social Secu-
rity system that can support the hope 
and opportunities that so many seniors 
have come to depend on and look for-
ward to in their years after the age of 
65. 

It is an exciting time for Social Secu-
rity. The Members here in Congress 
that are with me tonight are eager to 
address the challenges of Social Secu-
rity so that we can meet our respon-
sibilities and so that we can live up to 
the expectations of also our children 
and grandchildren who are going to be 
expected to bear the responsibility of 
this program after we ourselves are re-
tired. 

This is a good time to embrace this 
challenge, to put ideas on the table, to 
ask our friends across the aisle to join 
us and to make a difference for today’s 
seniors that they know they are in a 
system that is strong and vital and is 

there for them as they have always 
known it. For those that are about to 
be retired, that there is a system that 
they can expect is going to stay the 
same and benefit them. 

We need to invite seniors today and 
those that are about to be seniors to 
join us in this conversation as seniors 
in previous generations have done, to 
sit down at the table and to help en-
sure that this program that means so 
much to them will be there for their 
children and grandchildren. 

The seniors in my district are appre-
ciative of the generations before them 
that planned for a program that would 
be sustainable while they themselves 
were retired. And I know that they are 
eager to roll up their sleeves and to 
join in this discussion and make sure 
that the program for their children and 
grandchildren will be stainable too. 

So tonight let me introduce several 
of my colleagues as we discuss what 
the opportunities are before us with re-
lationship to Social Security. 

First, I would like to introduce my 
very good friend, the gentleman from 
South Bend, Indiana (Mr. CHOCOLA) or 
Elkhart, Indiana to be exact. I thank 
the gentleman for being with us to-
night. 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding to me. I 
also thank her for her leadership on 
this issue. 

This is not the first time that we 
have come to the floor and talked 
about this important issue that we face 
as a Nation, and it is really a test we 
cannot afford to fail. We need to act re-
sponsibly. We need to find ways to find 
a bipartisan solution to the challenges, 
the really undeniable challenges that 
we face with Social Security. People 
like the Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve and the Comptroller General of 
the United States have said that the 
sooner we act, the less painful any so-
lutions will be. 

We can talk tonight about important 
numbers like 2017 when we go into a 
negative cash flow. We can talk about 
2041 when the trust fund is exhausted 
and we can not pay the promised bene-
fits to future retirees. We can talk 
about $10.4 trillion unfunded liability 
that we have as a Nation today that we 
must face up to. But I think that this 
problem is really even bigger than 
that. And to that end, I will tell just a 
quick story. 

I was in a committee hearing not 
long ago where the Secretary of the 
Treasury, John Snowe, was testifying. 
And our friends on the other side of the 
aisle were criticizing the Secretary 
about any proposed solutions that had 
been discussed or offered to address 
this problem. And after that criticism I 
talked to one of my friends on the 
other side of the aisle and said, If this 
is so bad, if our solutions are so 
unwelcomed by the American people, 
why do you not just let us do it because 
that would be the quickest way to go 
back into the majority? If this is such 
a bad idea and the American people 

will like it so little, they will throw us 
out of office for trying to solve this 
problem in a responsible way.

b 2130 
I do not think that that offer is going 

to be taken because I think that many 
understand that this is much bigger 
than Social Security in itself. This is a 
bigger test and a challenge that we 
face as a Nation. 

Just stop and think for a second that 
if we allowed every working American 
the opportunity to own a little bit of a 
growing economy, we would truly be-
come an ownership society, and think 
about the fact that every American 
could own a piece of this growing Na-
tion, the strongest economy on Earth, 
and got the benefit of this and could 
build a nest egg and build wealth over 
the course of their career, they would 
not really like things like frivolous 
lawsuits anymore or excessive regula-
tion or excessive corporate taxes. We 
pay the highest corporate taxes in the 
industrialized world. People would un-
derstand, take ownership of how we 
grow the economy, and we all could 
benefit from that. 

I think the ramifications of that go 
much beyond Social Security. They 
represent an ownership society, and we 
can use those types of principles to ad-
dress even bigger problems like Medi-
care, Medicaid, pension reform. 

So this is such an important issue 
that we have to move forward. It is a 
test we cannot afford to fail, and we 
need to find a bipartisan solution. 

Before I turn it back over to the gen-
tlewoman from Kentucky, I just say 
that I invite all Members of this body 
to become part of the solution. I used 
to be in the private sector before I was 
elected to Congress; and the people I 
worked with never came and said, boy, 
we have got a problem and all your 
ideas are rotten. What they would do is 
say, you know, we have got a problem 
and here are some ideas that I have to 
solve those problems and so we can act 
responsibly. 

Is that not what we are elected to do? 
Because it is easy to be against things. 
It is easy to criticize other people’s 
ideas, but we are really elected to find 
solutions to hard problems. If we are 
not willing to stand up and offer solu-
tions to tough problems, rather than 
just criticizing others for their solu-
tions, I do not think we are living up to 
the responsibility that we have as pub-
lic servants. It is certainly not why 
anyone sent us here from home to 
serve in this body. 

So I thank the gentlewoman for her 
leadership, and I invite every Member 
of this body to participate in a con-
structive discussion to find a bipar-
tisan solution to an undeniable chal-
lenge that we face as a Nation; and if 
we do not live up to it, we are not 
doing what we need to do to serve fu-
ture generations and generations that 
are currently retired in a responsible 
way. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for his comments, 
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and I know that I look forward to dis-
cussing some of the directions we do 
not go. 

We know that raising taxes is not a 
solution. We know that depending on a 
trust fund that does not exist is not a 
solution; but I do see that our friend, 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
GINGREY), has joined us. I welcome 
him, and I will yield to him for a few 
minutes. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Kentucky, and 
as well my good friend from Indiana; 
and it is a pleasure to be with my col-
leagues tonight to discuss something of 
such tremendous import to the coun-
try. 

I have done about, Mr. Speaker, 10 
listening sessions, town hall meetings 
on this subject; and it is very, very in-
structive. If you do them during the 
daytime, it is typically going to be sen-
ior-dominated; and many of those indi-
viduals, of course, are among the 43 
million who are current Social Secu-
rity beneficiaries. 

One thing that we try to make sure 
that they understand is in any of the 
plans that are out there, and of course, 
every plan is a work in progress and 
nothing is set in stone, but that the 
concept, first of all, of holding harm-
less anyone 55 years or older, that their 
Social Security benefits will not 
change. Their checks will only change 
when they get their annual COLA, and 
they would not, in fact, have the oppor-
tunity to invest in an individual per-
sonal account, if that is part of the 
final solution. 

I do not know, maybe my colleagues 
have heard this, too. Some of them, in 
particular at age 55, they are a little 
disappointed: Why did you cut me out? 
I do not get full retirement until I am 
67 years old because of those changes 
that occurred under the Reagan admin-
istration in 1983, the last time we were 
in crisis. They are kind of dis-
appointed, particularly if they are 
planning on working and deferring 
their benefits until age 70. They would 
have 15 years of an opportunity to get 
the miracle of compound interest. 

But these seniors, and I am sure 
again that my colleagues are hearing 
the same thing, they are very con-
cerned. Even when we tell them that 
they are secure and we promise them 
this is our pledge, they are concerned 
about their children and grandchildren; 
and they are there not so much for 
themselves, even if their Social Secu-
rity was at risk, they are very con-
cerned about their children and grand-
children. That kind of renews my sense 
of faith and spirit in our seniors and in 
the American way. It is really great to 
hear that from them. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I am over 55 and 
many of my friends are over 55. I hear 
it more often from people that are 49, 
that say, now, wait a minute, if you are 
going to cut off the people who can 
benefit from these at 50, I only have a 
year to go; so how long is it going to 

take you to pass this bill so that I can 
get in the gate and be one of those that 
can also grow a personal account with-
in Social Security to help pay some of 
the benefits that I will be entitled to 
when I retire. 

So I have heard that and I agree with 
my colleague. It is very heartening to 
talk to the seniors. They obviously 
know that they depend on Social Secu-
rity. They deserve to be reassured that 
their benefits are not going to change. 

But many of them remember that the 
Democrat Congress in 1993 passed a tax 
on Social Security. They raised the 
taxes on Social Security significantly. 
They had thought that their Social Se-
curity would be untaxed. Now it is 
taxed, and they realize that if we can 
secure Social Security for the long run, 
that their current Social Security is 
even less likely to incur higher tax 
rates or a greater percentage of their 
Social Security tax. That is reassuring 
to them and also gives them a sense 
that they have helped steer or shepherd 
Social Security through sort of this 
transition so that it will be there for 
their children. 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentlewoman would yield for just a sec-
ond, I think it is important to step 
back for just a second and kind of re-
view the course of the debate on this 
issue. 

There were a whole bunch of head-
lines in the paper yesterday and today 
about a hearing that occurred over in 
the other body and which would lead 
people, I think, to believe that the dis-
cussion about Social Security has 
stalled or the President is not being ef-
fective in leading the discussion on 
meaningful reform on Social Security. 

But it was not all that long ago, be-
ginning this year in January, where I 
would hold town hall meetings and 
speak with people in the 2nd District of 
Indiana, and there was still a question 
of whether there was a problem or not. 
We would have a discussion: Do we 
have to act now or can we wait? Is this 
a crisis, or is this something that is 
being overblown? 

But today when I talk to people back 
in the 2nd District of Indiana, there is 
no question whether there is a chal-
lenge, an undeniable challenge that we 
face in the need to move forward and 
act. 

A very encouraging thing happened 
to me the other day. I think seniors do 
understand their benefits are safe and 
secure, and they are concerned about 
their children and their grandchildren 
and want to make sure there is a sys-
tem in place that can give them the 
same benefits they have been able to 
enjoy. 

I visited an eighth grade class in Cul-
ver, Indiana, on Liberty Day, where the 
local Lions hand out a copy of the Dec-
laration of Independence and the Con-
stitution, which is a great thing to do 
for our young people. I asked a ques-
tion of the eighth grade class: How 
many of you are concerned about So-
cial Security? To my great delight, 

every single one of them raised their 
hands. I said the discussions we are 
having in Washington and around the 
country about Social Security really is 
not about your grandparents because 
their bennies are safe and secure, but I 
know they are concerned about you, 
and our action or inaction on this issue 
is really all about you because you are 
going to pay for or you are going to 
enjoy the benefit of whatever we do. 

So I was very encouraged to see that 
the eighth graders in Culver, Indiana, 
are paying attention to this and they 
understand the consequences to them 
and their families. I think that the de-
bate is moving in the right direction. 
We have gone from do we have a prob-
lem to, sure, we have a problem to, now 
what do we do about it. 

Again, I think it is the only respon-
sible thing we can do for every Member 
of this body to participate in the dis-
cussion, to offer their ideas. Personal 
accounts have been controversial. I 
think personally that they need to be 
part of the discussion, but I know the 
President and I am sure that my col-
leagues here tonight would say if some-
body has a better idea that results in 
permanent solvency for the Social Se-
curity system and gives future genera-
tions the opportunity to have all of the 
benefits that their parents and their 
grandparents have had, let us hear it, 
let us talk about it, let us debate it. If 
it is a good idea, I am sure we could act 
on it, and I am sure we would all ben-
efit from that. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I 
agree. We are all looking for the best 
possible solution. 

I think when you ask the question, 
can we afford to wait, the follow-up 
question is, or what we often hear from 
the other side of the aisle, we do not 
have a crisis now because the trust 
fund will take care of us until 2017 or 
2018. 

Let us talk a little bit about why 
that is not the solution. I do not know 
whether the gentleman from Georgia 
(Mr. GINGREY) would like to maybe 
lead that off, why we cannot wait and 
why the trust fund is not going to take 
care of this. 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman because it is such a 
good point. 

The gentleman from Indiana said in 
his earlier remarks that we have a $10 
trillion unfunded liability. That is a 
big number, but the cost of doing noth-
ing is estimated at $600 billion a year 
for every year we do nothing and con-
tinue to try to avoid the problem, pre-
tend that it does not exist, hope that 
some other Congress, the 110th, the 
112th, whatever, will address that, and 
we will not have to put our political 
careers at risk. 

I have heard others say, and I have 
said many times in my discussions 
across my district, that I am more con-
cerned about the next generation than 
the next election. We do an interesting 
thing in our listening sessions. We have 
a video clip. Of course, it is a black and 
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white movie reel going back to 1935 
showing a little clip of President Roo-
sevelt signing that initial law, and he 
said very clearly this is not going to be 
enough to take care of the average sen-
ior’s full retirement. I encourage them 
because of, and he used a term I hardly 
knew what it meant, I had to look it up 
in the dictionary, the vicissitudes of 
life. Things happen, good and bad; and 
people should prepare by buying an an-
nuity to cover the vicissitudes of life, 
but unfortunately, people, fully a third 
of our seniors, cannot afford to invest 
in an IRA. Maybe they never had an op-
portunity to participate in one of these 
employer-sponsored 401(k) benefit 
plans for retirement, where the em-
ployer matches the employee, and they 
certainly did not have enough money 
in the paycheck they were earning to 
buy an annuity. 

So where the problem is, and we all 
know it, nobody is disputing this, a 
third of our seniors get to age 62 or 65, 
they do not have a job, they do not 
have any other savings. They only have 
the Social Security check. 

So this idea of an individual personal 
account is not a brand-new idea, and I 
know my colleagues agree with me on 
this point. It is not privatization. We 
are not turning the Social Security 
trust fund over to Merrill Lynch or 
Smith Barney and saying, here, go 
ahead and invest the money and you do 
this on behalf of the government and 
its retirees, and if you want to invest 
in Enron or Global Crossing or 
WorldCom or something not at all. 

I think it is just so disingenuous, but 
we have to spend so much time undoing 
some of the negative publicity that has 
been sent out to our seniors to literally 
scare them, just like the same scare 
tactics that were used when we were 
passing the Medicare Modernization 
and Prescription Drug Act. Tear up 
your AARP card because they sup-
ported that; resign from that organiza-
tion. Even if you are eligible to get $600 
a year benefit on your prescription 
drugs, $1,200 over 2 years, do not accept 
that Medicare-approved drug discount 
card. 

So we are spending an inordinate 
amount of time trying to overcome 
that negative publicity, those scare 
tactics in regard, yes, now with Social 
Security. 

It is important and I really commend 
the gentlewoman from Kentucky for 
sponsoring this hour, for leading this 
hour so that we can make sure our col-
leagues understand that clearly it is 
time to do something about Social Se-
curity, and we cannot afford to put it 
off to the future. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman; and I want to 
yield to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. CHOCOLA) to also discuss the trust 
find and why we cannot wait and de-
pend on the trust fund.

b 2145 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Well, Mr. Speaker, 
that is a very good question, and there 

has been a lot of discussion about what 
is the trust fund. Does it have money 
in it? Does its have IOUs in it? Really, 
what does it have? And that question 
was presented to David Walker, who is 
Comptroller of the United States and 
responsible for the GAO. 

In a committee hearing he was asked, 
how would you characterize the trust 
fund? And David Walker is one of the 
most honest, knowledgeable people I 
have ever heard talk about this issue. 
He is a Clinton appointee, but he does 
not talk about it in partisan ways at 
all. And paraphrasing his response, he 
said, well, the trust is less of a trust 
and more of an accounting device. It 
really is only pieces of paper in a filing 
cabinet. There is no marketable securi-
ties in there. 

And I think his point was that we 
need to act now. Because in less than 3 
years from now, in 2008, the baby 
boomers will start to retire. What we 
are faced with, in large part, is a demo-
graphic math problem. We have so 
many people retiring that we do not 
have enough people paying into the 
system to be able to provide the bene-
fits for those collecting those benefits. 

So that the trust fund itself, again 
characterizing the comments of David 
Walker, is that there are no assets 
there. There are only liabilities. They 
are IOUs that the government owes 
itself and that we must pay. We must 
find a way to live up to the promises 
we have made to current retirees and 
future retirees. But we are going to 
have to do it by thinking about alter-
native solutions. All the options need 
to be put on the table. 

The fact is that one of the earliest 
lessons I learned in business was that 
balance sheets and income statements 
are fiction, cash flow is reality. The re-
ality is that we have a cash flow prob-
lem. We do not have enough cash to 
pay the benefits, and we need to act 
now. As my colleague from Georgia 
said, if we fail to act, every year it 
costs us $600 billion more and the op-
tions on the table become fewer and 
more painful. 

And so we need to act now. We need 
to find a bipartisan way and we need to 
invite our colleagues, especially on the 
other side of the aisle, to be part of the 
solution, not just part of the problem. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I also 
would like to address the trust fund 
issue. I often use as an example an 
analogy that most people in every 
home can understand. I would say if 
you came home from work every week 
and you put some of your paycheck in 
a cookie jar for your child’s college 
education, and then you borrowed it 
and you took a vacation, you bought 
some clothes, you did whatever with it, 
and you left an IOU in the cookie jar, 
at the end of 18 years you would have 
a cookie jar full of IOUs with no assets 
to back those up. In a sense, you would 
have nothing more than if you had 
never had the trust fund to start with. 
It is nothing but an accounting tool 
that shows us how much has gone in. 

Now, this is how it was from the be-
ginning. It is possible if we could bring 
back the Congresses of 1945 and 1948 
and 1950 and 1960 and 1967, we could ask 
them if they would like to rethink 
that, and if they would have wanted to 
put it in a trust fund and put it some-
place where it would grow and get in-
terest and so forth. But in the mean-
time, those Congresses, believing that 
it was important to build an edu-
cational system and so forth, they 
spent the money. 

In fact, in 1967, when Social Security 
was fixed at one point, increased reve-
nues, it supported the war in Vietnam 
and at the same time the Great Soci-
ety. Unfortunately, those programs 
that were started at that time still are 
the responsibility of the generations 
that followed behind. So our children 
are not only going to have the respon-
sibility of Social Security, they also 
are going to bear the responsibility of 
continuing these programs that our 
educational system is dependent on, 
that our health system is dependent 
on, and that our rural communities 
have depended on. It is part of the 
American foundation. 

So that is an enormous responsi-
bility, filling the necessary programs 
and at the same time paying Social Se-
curity benefits that should have been 
part of a trust but that are not. So the 
trust fund is not something that is 
going to be there for our children to de-
pend on or for those that are about to 
be retiring. In fact, already Social Se-
curity is reaching across to the edu-
cation programs, the health programs, 
and pulling those dollars back across 
into Social Security to pay out the old-
age benefits that have been promised, 
and that of course we are going to pay. 

So already we are feeling the pres-
sure on all of the other programs that 
got used to depending on the Social Se-
curity surplus dollars. Each year that 
is difficult for us, but starting in 2017 
not only will every Social Security dol-
lar be absorbed in benefits that will be 
paid out, but also dollars that have 
come in in general revenues, that had 
been used to sustain our defense, to 
keeping our rivers going and our air-
ports flying and all the other respon-
sibilities that government has, they 
will have to be foregoing those dollars 
to pay Social Security benefits. And as 
more of the baby boomers retire, that 
gets into a deficit that is so steep it 
challenges this country for all the rest 
of the years without a fix in Social Se-
curity. 

Mr. Speaker, I do see that my friend 
and colleague, the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN), has come in. I 
know that he has put forth or intro-
duced a plan that has all of us very in-
terested in that plan and how it would 
work. Maybe I could ask the gentleman 
to spend a little while telling us about 
his program. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I would be glad to do so, but let me 
first thank my colleagues from Geor-
gia, Indiana and Kentucky for talking 
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about this issue tonight. This is one of 
the most important issues facing our 
country, and it faces all generations; 
our seniors’ generation, our worker 
generation, our children’s generation 
and our grandchildren’s generation. 

We have one problem that my col-
leagues have done such a good job of 
talking about, which is the insolvency 
problem, that when we go from 3.3 
workers paying for one retiree to 2 
workers paying for one retiree, or put
another way, when we go from 40 mil-
lion seniors to 80 million seniors within 
one generation, it is bringing the sys-
tem to insolvency. But the real prob-
lem starts not just in 2017 but in 3 
years, in 2008, when the oldest baby 
boomers begin retiring. That is when 
the revenues coming into Social Secu-
rity start going down. And in 12 years, 
we no longer have enough money com-
ing in to pay off all the benefits. 

But there is one more problem that is 
coming to Social Security that we also 
want to fix, in addition to making the 
program solvent, and that is we want 
to make this program generationally 
fair, and it is not right now. Take me, 
for example. My mom is 70 years old 
and she gets about a 5 percent rate of 
return on her payroll taxes that she 
paid when she worked. It is a good deal 
for current seniors. They are getting a 
relatively good market rate of return 
on their payroll taxes, 5 percent for a 
70-year-old; even higher for an 80-year-
old. 

But for current workers today, based 
upon the payroll taxes they are now 
paying, they are getting anywhere 
from 1 to 1.5 percent. The average 
worker today gets a 1.25 percent rate of 
return on their payroll taxes. Well, 
when you take a look at my children, 
our children’s generation, I have three 
little toddlers, right now, under the 
current system, they are scheduled to 
get today a negative 1 percent rate of 
return on their payroll taxes. 

Now, why is that important? I would 
say it is important because 80 percent 
of the American worker pays more in 
payroll taxes than they even pay in in-
come taxes. It is the biggest tax most 
Americans pay. When Americans take 
12.4 percent of their wages and put it 
into this program and it is a program 
that they are not even getting a fair 
share on, we have to ask ourselves can 
we not do better? Can people get a bet-
ter retirement benefit from Social Se-
curity if they could only grow their 
money, this 12.4 percent coming out of 
their paychecks, at a better rate of re-
turn, like current seniors are getting? 

That is why when we talk about sav-
ing Social Security, we want to do 
more than what Congress has tradi-
tionally done in the past. What have 
they traditionally done in the past? 
Raised taxes or reduced benefits. Spe-
cifically, Congress has raised payroll 
taxes 22 times since this program 
began. The payroll tax rate was 2 per-
cent in 1937. Today, it is 12.4 percent. 
So we could save this program with 
solvency by just raising taxes again or 

reducing benefits. But if that is what 
we do, then that 1.25 percent that cur-
rent workers are getting, and that neg-
ative 1 percent that our children will 
be getting, will just get much worse. 

When you take a look at the pension 
plans around America, if you take a 
look at the Thrift Savings Plan that 
we here in Congress and other Federal 
employees have, which got us an aver-
age of 7.67 percent over the last 10 
years; or if you take a look at most of 
the union pension plans, the Taft-Hart-
ley plans, that got between 7 and 10 
percent over the last 10 years; or if you 
look at the AARP’s mutual funds, they 
have 35 bond and stock mutual funds 
that got on average about 7 percent 
over the last 10 years; and you look at 
the pension system, you say we can do 
better for workers today. 

Why are today’s workers only going 
to get a little over a 1 percent rate of 
return on their payroll tax dollars 
when every other pension fund, every 
other savings system out there does 
about 5 or 6 or 6 times that? So that is 
what we are taking a look at. 

What I do in my bill is give people a 
choice. For those people under the age 
of 55, if they want to, they can dedicate 
a portion of their payroll taxes to their 
personal savings accounts. And we are 
not talking about privatizing Social 
Security. We are not even talking 
about partially privatizing Social Se-
curity. Because to privatize the pro-
gram would be to let someone take a 
chunk of their payroll taxes and go 
outside the system, take it to their 
stock broker and do whatever they 
want with it. That is not what is being 
debated here. That is not what is on 
the table. That is not what is being dis-
cussed. 

What we are talking about, whether 
you look at the Ryan-Sununu bill or 
any other bill in Congress, or the Presi-
dent’s framework, what we are talking 
about is personal accounts that are in-
side of Social Security; that are run, 
overseen, managed, and regulated by 
Social Security, not Wall Street firms 
outside of the system. The vision that 
we have is to give people a choice of 
having a personal retirement account 
inside of Social Security, run by Social 
Security, just like the Thrift Savings 
Plan that we here in Congress have 
where we can get a better rate of re-
turn on our dollars. That is what we 
are planning on doing. 

Now, the great thing that you can ac-
complish with personal retirement ac-
counts is it can help bring solvency to 
the system and it can reduce the need 
to raise taxes or reduce future benefits. 
So what I would say is, the most hu-
mane way to save Social Security for 
future generations, to make it fair for 
our kids so they can get a similar re-
tirement benefit like our seniors are 
getting today, and to bring the system 
into solvency and preserve the Social 
Security safety net, which we are all 
interested in continuing, personal re-
tirement accounts are the most hu-
mane way to save the system. Because 

without them, then you have to resort 
to steep tax increases or benefit reduc-
tions. 

If we want to fix this problem right 
now, tomorrow, and just do it on taxes, 
what the Social Security trustees, 
what the actuaries tell us, is the pay-
roll tax rate would have to go up 50 
percent tomorrow, to 18.6 percent. So 
when you are looking at the fact that 
80 percent of us in this country, the 
biggest tax we pay is payroll taxes, and 
you want to raise that 50 percent to 
solve this problem, we say no to that. 

When you take a look at the benefits, 
if you want to do this just on benefits, 
we would have to reduce future bene-
fits by 40 percent just to solve this 
problem for the three generations we 
have. But with personal retirement ac-
counts, you can prevent those kinds of 
painful options and give people a 
chance of making their money work 
harder for them so they can actually 
accumulate real wealth and get a bet-
ter benefit when they retire.

The added benefit of a personal re-
tirement account also is that it is your 
property. It is part of the individual’s 
property. The government cannot take 
it away from you. It is the ultimate 
lockbox. Because unlike today, where 
the government spends all the Social 
Security surpluses, raids the trust 
fund, the government cannot take your 
personal account away from you. 

When I talk to constituents, one 
thing that surprises them so much is 
that they think that they have a per-
sonal retirement account already. 
When they get their statement in the 
mail from Social Security, it says here 
is what you are entitled to, here is 
what you paid into it. People think 
there is an account with their name on 
it with money in it waiting for them. 
That is not the case. Court case after 
court case, from Fleming v. Nester in 
1960, the Supreme Court has continu-
ously told us no American has a legal 
or a contractual right to their Social 
Security benefit. The only guarantee 
any American has to their Social Secu-
rity benefit is whatever the 535 politi-
cians in Congress in any given year de-
cide it is going to be. 

But with a personal retirement ac-
count, that is your money. That is 
your property. It is surrounded by pri-
vate property rights that the govern-
ment cannot take from you. If you die, 
it goes to your family. It does not go 
back to the government. 

I take a look at my personal situa-
tion from my own life, because our 
lives shape our values, which shape 
what we do here. My father died when 
I was 16 years old. He was 55. I was a re-
cipient of the safety net. The survivor 
benefits that I got from Social Secu-
rity helped me pay for college and fi-
nance my education. My mom at the 
time had a choice to make. She could 
either keep the payroll taxes that she 
paid when she worked, and my mom 
was a stay-at-home mom for a number 
of years, but also worked at a hospital. 
So she paid a lot of payroll taxes. But 
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she had a choice when my dad died: 
Keep what she paid in her payroll taxes 
or not, and/or keep what my dad had 
paid in his payroll taxes. Not both. 

She got a $250 death benefit and then 
she had to give away all that money 
she paid in payroll taxes throughout 
her working career. She had to give 
that all back into the system and get 
the benefit based on my dad’s payroll 
taxes. Under the personal retirement 
account system, especially for women 
who outlive their husbands, especially 
for any spouse who outlives the other 
spouse, not only would my mom be 
able to keep the payroll taxes she had 
always paid over those years for her-
self, she would also get my dad’s per-
sonal retirement account on top of it. 

So there are a lot of problems in the 
current system that I think a personal 
retirement account fixes, not least of 
which is inheritability. You actually 
own the fruits of your own labor and 
you own the account that you have in 
your name. The great thing that occurs 
in society by fixing Social Security 
this way, instead of going to the old-
fashioned way of cutting benefits or 
raising taxes, is you broadly decen-
tralize the concentration of wealth in 
America through personal retirement 
accounts.

b 2200 

Mr. Speaker, what do I mean when I 
say that. Under the Ryan-Sununu bill 
with accounts that we are proposing, 
where we have accounts and we keep 
the safety net of Social Security in-
tact, we do not reduce benefits or raise 
taxes. According to the Social Security 
actuary, workers will have $7 trillion 
in their personal retirement accounts 
within 15 years. That is $7 trillion that 
every willing worker in America will 
have in their name as part of their 
property that they otherwise would not 
have. That is $7 trillion that would 
have otherwise gone to Washington 
will instead go into workers’ savings. 

Half of America today is the investor 
class. Half of the households own 
stocks and bonds. What that also 
means is the other half of America does 
not. The other half of America are not 
members of the investor class. 

With personal retirement accounts 
which come from the existing retire-
ment accounts that workers already 
pay, the biggest tax that they pay, 
every willing worker will be an owner 
in our society. They will own a piece of 
America’s free enterprise system. They 
will have a stake in our society, they 
will be an owner of real assets and real 
wealth. That is a good thing. 

I would like to think from the left or 
right, Republican or Democrat in Con-
gress, we can agree on a couple of no-
tions, that to decentralize the con-
centration of wealth in America and to 
narrow the gap between rich and poor 
would be a good thing to do. That is ex-
actly what would happen when we have 
personal retirement accounts as part of 
the plan to save Social Security. That 
is essentially what our bill does. 

If Members have any other questions 
on the specific mechanics, I will be 
happy to go into them. I thank the 
gentlewoman from Kentucky (Mrs. 
NORTHUP) for talking about this issue. 
If we delay like the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. CHOCOLA) said, every year 
we delay, according to the trustees, not 
the Republicans or the Democrats, but 
the trustees, it is another $600 billion 
of debt that we go into the hole. We 
owe it to our kids and grandkids not 
only to make this program solvent, but 
to give them a choice to have a system 
so they get an actual decent retire-
ment benefit when they retire. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I will 
give all of my colleagues a chance to 
respond to the presentation of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN), and 
I thank the gentleman for his hard 
work. It is very difficult with all of the 
numbers and all of the actuarial work, 
and we are all very excited about this 
plan. 

When the gentleman talks about the 
$7 trillion that would accumulate in 
workers’ accounts, it reminds me of 
how important in an economy it is to 
have a thriving middle class. Econo-
mies with a few rich and many poor do 
not thrive because there is not a ma-
jority of people with purchasing power. 
In my district we make refrigerators 
and dishwashers and Ford has a Ford 
Explorer plant. We need a huge middle 
class that can create demand and gain 
the benefits of that production. 

Years ago when there was only a 
fraction of Americans that owned 
stocks, all they got was what they 
made when they went to work. They 
got paid by the hour, week, or the 
month. As the economy grew, only that 
20 percent that owned stocks shared in 
the wealth that came from the growth 
of the economy. 

When you start to have every worker 
start to own stocks and bonds, they get 
to share in the economic growth of this 
country so you increase the purchasing 
power of the middle class. So you not 
only allow every single worker to in-
crease the fruits of their labor; you 
also create an economy that is vibrant 
and exciting. 

Also as we have more seniors that re-
tire, it is important that they main-
tain their purchasing power. If our sen-
iors wind up with the lowest amount of 
dollars that they can spend, they will 
not be able to participate in growing 
our economy. So the benefits of every 
single person growing a nest egg, a nest 
egg that they can count on and pass on 
to their children, that they can watch 
and understand what it means to the 
relationship between their job and 
their future when they retire is hugely 
important. We thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY). 

Mr. GINGREY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
RYAN). I think the Ryan-Sununu plan 
is one that excites me. There are sev-
eral others out there, but one thing 
that the gentleman from Wisconsin 

(Mr. RYAN) said that we need to empha-
size, he is explaining that if we totally, 
completely say that an individual per-
sonal account, not privatization but as 
he has explained it, an opportunity to 
invest a portion, just a portion of that 
payroll tax in something like a thrift 
savings plan, if we completely rule that 
out as our friends on the other side of 
the aisle have done in both Chambers, 
drawn a deep line in the sand and said 
no, not only no, but heck no. 

But when we say show us your plan, 
what do they do, they hold up a blank 
sheet of paper because they do not 
want to admit what the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN) just pointed 
out, alternatives are to raise the pay-
roll tax or to decrease benefits or raise 
the age at which a person can receive 
full benefits. Let us say because people 
are living longer and are healthier, let 
us say full retirement is 75 and early 
retirement is age 70, so it is important 
that people understand. 

We are not ruling out anything on 
our side of the aisle. We do not have a 
plan set in stone, but clearly this op-
tion of an individual personal account 
enjoys, like no other fix, the miracle of 
compound interest. Einstein, when 
asked what the greatest power on 
Earth was, everyone expected him to 
say atomic energy, but he said the mir-
acle of compound interest. I think the 
gentleman is on the right track. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman. Also, there are 
some fiscal issues that we need to talk 
about. There are some real misnomers 
out in the press. The trustees of Social 
Security have told us that the long-
term debt, the unfunded debt we would 
owe to Social Security, that we would 
have to put aside today to keep it 
going into the future, is $11.1 trillion. 
Add to that the $1.7 trillion in un-
funded IOUs we have in the Social Se-
curity trust fund, and it is not an 
asset, it is a debt, that is over $12 tril-
lion we are short of money we would 
need to keep Social Security going at 
the current level where my kids get a 
negative 1 percent rate of return. 

If we come up with a plan to save the 
system that has a personal retirement 
account as a part of it, and any bor-
rowing or cost associated with 
transitioning from the current system 
over to a saved system, that cost is not 
new debt. Many people say that the 
Bush plan costs $2 trillion. 

Well, that is not true; but, neverthe-
less, because there are not enough spe-
cifics to even analyze that plan, it is a 
framework, but let us take that at face 
value. The Bush plan costs $2 trillion 
to have personal retirement accounts 
that are voluntary. To bring the sys-
tem into permanent solvency, $2 tril-
lion wipes out that $12 trillion in debt. 
So if we are talking about debt that is 
incurred to save the system, that is not 
new debt; that is taking debt that is 
hanging out there on top of the Amer-
ican people, recognizing it and paying 
it off today, just like you refinance 
your mortgage but paying it off at a 
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smaller digestible level, and leaving 
the country debt-free with a better So-
cial Security system that is guaran-
teed and gives people better benefits 
when they retire. It is a really impor-
tant point that I think is missed a lot 
in the debate up here. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, that is 
true and certainly in an accounting 
system, no one would approve an ac-
counting system where the assets that 
are coming in are going to have to 
meet future liabilities without also ac-
counting for those future liabilities. If 
you can reduce a 10 or 11 or $12 trillion 
liability to a $2 trillion transition, that 
you incur as a transition, what you 
have done is overall reduced liability 
to our children and grandchildren. 
That is an excellent point. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. CHOCOLA). 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
RYAN) for his leadership on this issue. 
He has provided a lot of great ideas and 
leadership throughout this body. 

Just to reinforce a couple of things, 
as the gentleman from Georgia said, 
Albert Einstein said the greatest force 
in the universe is compound interest. 
And I would argue the second greatest 
force in the universe is ownership. I 
saw that firsthand in my private life. 
Before I was a Member of Congress, I 
ran a publicly traded company. We had 
a 401(k) and a profit-sharing plan. Peo-
ple who lived paycheck to paycheck, 
that one might not consider to be fi-
nancially sophisticated, they would 
come into my office and say, How 
much management fee would I pay on 
that? What was the last 5-year return? 
How should I think about my risk tol-
erance? 

Mr. Speaker, when people are given 
ownership of their own money, they be-
come real smart. It was commonplace 
for people to retire after a 30- or 40-
year career, to retire as hourly workers 
with $300,000 or $400,000 in a retirement 
nest egg. So they were proof that one 
of the most powerful forces in the uni-
verse is compound interest. 

Those that criticize the gentleman’s 
plan who say we would put at risk 
guaranteed benefits, I think it is an 
important point that the current sys-
tem has zero guaranteed benefits. None 
of the benefits are our property or have 
our names on them, and having mil-
lions of small lockboxes with our 
names on them is the only way we can 
guarantee benefits for future retirees. 

Finally, the transition financing 
issue. Part of the gentleman’s plan is 
to pay transition financing through 
savings in government, slower growth 
in government, which is a great idea. 
But even if we had to borrow the 
money, every public company uses 
what is called accrual accounting, that 
you have to identify and state on our 
financial statements liabilities as they 
are incurred. We use a cash basis in 
government, and we identify or recog-
nize those liabilities when we write the 
check. 

If we are going to have truth in ac-
counting, we have to stand up and say 
this is an unfunded liability that is al-
ready an obligation. So paying off our 
mortgage early as the gentleman 
pointed out is the responsible thing to 
do and in fact results in a lower finan-
cial obligation long term. That is how 
we get solvency and act responsibly, 
and I thank you for your leadership. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, I see 
that the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. 
KINGSTON) has joined us, and I yield to 
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. KING-
STON). 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to make a couple of points. Number 
one on the compounded interest, at one 
of my 16 Social Security town meet-
ings, a woman from Douglas, Georgia, 
came up to me and said, as I got a lit-
tle older, in 1989 I started saving $200 a 
month. Compounded daily, that money 
is now worth $320,000. That is the mir-
acle that Einstein was talking about. 

I also wanted to bring out one point 
here. We focus so much on solvency, 
but there is also a generational fair-
ness issue, and that is best shown if we 
think about somebody retiring in 1980, 
they got all of their money out of So-
cial Security in 2.8 years. If you retire 
in 2003, it will take you 17 years to get 
your money back. If you retire in 2020, 
it is worse than that, it is more like 21 
years. One of the things that we have is 
a solvency challenge, and we also have 
a generational fairness challenge. 

Finally, I want to make the point 
that we are Republicans. We are the 
majority. It is going to be a little more 
difficult because we have to govern and 
come up with ideas. And it is easier if 
you are in the minority party to just 
sit back and criticize and live out there 
and tell people there is no problem 
with Social Security. The reality is we 
need and we want Democratic ideas. I 
think Social Security should be bipar-
tisan and it should transcend the next 
election, and you should get the best 
ideas of the Democrats and of the Re-
publicans, and move forward with the 
best. 

I was disappointed to learn that the 
meeting which some of us are going to 
be participating in tomorrow, the bi-
partisan meeting, now the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI) 
has said to her Members that they can-
not go to it.
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And I think of the bipartisan meeting 
that we are going to have with the 
AARP, an equal number of Democrats, 
equal number of Republicans, that we 
now only have two Democrats who are 
going to go even though others said, 
yes, we will go, this time works for us. 

So I am hoping that the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. PELOSI) 
and the Democrats will back off their 
extreme obstructionist position and 
allow Members to sit down and nego-
tiate with the other party and try to 
come up with ideas, because that kind 
of partisanship, that kind of silliness, 

that kind of bitterness is not going to 
help our seniors and our future genera-
tions. 

So I am looking forward to this 
meeting. I know the gentlewoman from 
Kentucky (Mrs. NORTHUP) is going. I do 
not know if all of my colleagues here 
are going or not, but we would like to 
have everybody in attendance there. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, let me just reiterate 
what the gentleman said. How impor-
tant it is and how thrilled we would be 
to have more of the Democrats there. 
First of all, I want to thank the Demo-
crats who are still committed to come 
to it. I am eager to meet with them. I 
remember when I was in the Kentucky 
legislature in 1990, that we had edu-
cation reform and I was in the minor-
ity and I was one of the Republicans 
that reached across the aisle and joined 
the majority party in passing edu-
cational reform. It just had a profound 
impact on education. It was one of the 
first systems that had an account-
ability system where we tested and 
held schools accountable. 

It is thrilling when something hap-
pens, where people put party aside and 
step forward and pass something that 
will make generations of differences. 
And I am so excited that AARP is 
going to be part of a meeting, a bipar-
tisan meeting. I am thrilled that two of 
our Democrat colleagues are eager to 
come. I know my colleagues here share 
my eagerness to hear what they have 
to say and start to look for common 
ground. I hope they will prevail upon 
some of their other members that this 
is bigger than a party thing. It is really 
something that is important for the fu-
ture of our country, and I believe that 
it could still be quite a successful 
meeting. 

Mr. CHOCOLA. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentlewoman would yield, I just go 
back to the eighth graders I visited 
last week in Culver, Indiana. And I do 
not know if they remember that I was 
there a week later. But I guarantee in 
20 years they will remember that I was 
there and they will look back and say, 
‘‘That darn Chris Chocola, he was part 
of a Congress that could not get above 
the political rhetoric, could not put 
partisan politics aside and solve this 
problem for me and my family’’; or 
they will think back and say, ‘‘Finally 
somebody did the responsible thing and 
I do not have to pay for the inaction of 
a Congress that was elected to make 
sure I did not have to pay the bill when 
I grew up and I was trying to grow my 
family and grow my career.’’ 

So I think that we should always 
keep in mind when we have these dis-
cussions those eighth graders and what 
they are going to think about us in 20 
years, because, after all, that is what 
this is about. It is about the future of 
our country. It is about giving future 
generations the opportunity to enjoy 
some of the same benefits and opportu-
nities that we have all had, that our 
parents have had, and if we do not act 
responsibly, I am afraid that those 
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eighth graders will certainly recognize 
that and hold us responsible, as they 
should. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I know our time is 
about up. So let me start by yielding to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. 
RYAN) to see if he has any final 
thoughts or anything he wants to say 
in conclusion. 

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker, 
only that I think it is very important 
that we come together, bring our ideas 
to the table, and fix this problem. We 
cannot keep kicking the can down the 
road. We owe too much to our kids, and 
just the numbers are so overwhelming. 
When we in one generation are going to 
double the number of retirees we have 
in this country, followed by fewer 
workers paying into the system, it is a 
system that cannot sustain itself. That 
is why we have got to fix this. 

Social Security, I would argue, is the 
most successful and important pro-
gram ever devised and created by the 
Federal Government. It has done won-
ders keeping people out of poverty. It 
is too important to let it fail and fall 
because of partisan politics. We have 
got to fix it for our kids and grandkids. 

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, let me close by 
thanking my colleagues who are here 
tonight. The gentleman from Elkhart, 
Indiana (Mr. CHOCOLA) has been a 
friend who has been on the floor. We 
have had opportunities to discuss this 
previously, and I know we will be back 
for future opportunities. And the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. GINGREY) has 
been a great leader on this issue. He is 
so thoughtful and so articulate on it, 
and I know that Americans around the 
country that heard him tonight were 
inspired. And, finally, the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. KINGSTON) is a lead-
er in our caucus, and we depend on his 
advice and his leadership, and he has 
made a huge difference. 

And we look forward to joining our 
fellow Americans around the country 
to continue these conversations in the 
future.

f 

THE BUDGET 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GOHMERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
SPRATT) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, more 
than a month ago, the House and Sen-
ate passed budget resolutions both on a 
fast track. Our hearings were minimal, 
ostensibly to finish up for the Easter 
break. 

But this year’s budget has become 
the classic case of hurry up and wait. 
Only yesterday, a month after fin-
ishing the budget resolution, did the 
House finally appoint conferees, and 
today we held the first and only meet-
ing of the conference committee. We 
held that meeting amidst reports that 
agreement on the conference report 

was almost already a done deal. So the 
meeting was a formality, a gesture to 
lend some sort of collaboration to the 
budget process. But there has been no 
collaboration, and the budget resolu-
tion said to be emerging from con-
ference does not reflect the resolution 
that we would pass if we were full part-
ners in this process. 

This year the Federal Government 
faces a deficit estimated at $427 billion, 
the third record deficit in a row. With 
deficits of this size, $427 billion, rising 
and never ending, the budget should be 
used to make the bottom line better, 
not worse. But the budget coming out 
of this conference does just the oppo-
site. The President’s budget, the House 
Republican budget, the Senate budget 
all make the deficit larger, not small-
er. 

The House budget makes the deficit 
$127 billion worse than current serv-
ices. The Senate budget, Republican 
budget, makes the deficit $217 billion 
worse than current services. 

I acknowledge, I will give the Repub-
licans their due, both houses. They 
have searched the budget for programs 
to cut, and they have come up with 
some significant cuts. Medicaid, $20 
billion; student loans; pension benefit 
guarantee premiums; probably the 
earned income tax credit, food stamps, 
maybe veterans benefits. 

But these cuts do not go to the bot-
tom line. That is the dirty little secret. 
They do not go to the bottom line and 
diminish the deficit. What they do, par-
tially at least, is offset their tax cuts 
because even though the budget is $427 
billion in deficit, Republicans are still 
pushing for more tax cuts, knowing full 
well that it can only make the bottom 
line worse, the deficit larger. 

I think it is fair to ask can we fund 
the government if we have massive 
deficits and yet keep on cutting taxes? 
Obviously one way is to use the payroll 
taxes in the Social Security surplus to 
make up for the income taxes that are 
lost to tax reduction. And, in fact, that 
is just what the Republicans do. They 
use the payroll taxes that are accumu-
lated in the Social Security surplus to 
make up for the income taxes lost to 
tax reduction. 

As the next chart shows, the chart I 
have right here shows, they spend 100 
percent of the Social Security Trust 
Fund surplus not on benefits but on ev-
erything in the Federal budget, 100 per-
cent of it not just this year, 2005, 2006, 
but every year in their 5-year budget. I 
know that a government bond is placed 
in the trust fund for every dollar that 
is taken out of it, but I also know that 
President Bush went to West Virginia a 
couple of weeks ago and disparaged 
these bonds as mere IOUs, just scraps 
of paper. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not believe that So-
cial Security is in what one would call 
a crisis, but I do believe the actuaries 
at Social Security when they tell us 
that it may be faced with insolvency as 
early as 2041, and I believe we should do 
all that we can, as soon as we can, to 

remove that risk. But until we have a 
solution in place, a grand solution that 
returns the program to assured sol-
vency for 75 years, surely we should do 
no further harm. Yet in raiding the So-
cial Security Trust Fund of $160 billion 
this year and more in subsequent 
years, the Republicans’ budget does 
just that, considerable harm. This is 
not a step towards making Social Secu-
rity solvent. It is a long step back-
wards. 

This budget is also a long step back-
wards for programs that Americans de-
pend upon: education, veterans health 
care, environmental protection, med-
ical and scientific research, and on and 
on down the list. On the discretionary 
side, the money we are appropriating, 
13 bills every year, the House resolu-
tion cuts nondefense discretionary 
spending, domestic discretionary 
spending, by $12 billion in 2006 and by 
$150 billion over the next 5 years below 
inflation. The Senate’s resolution is a 
bit lighter. It cuts spending next year 
by $6.3 billion and by $128 billion over 
the next 5 years. 

On the mandatory spending side, 
which some call the entitlement side, 
the House budget resolution directs 
nine committees to come up with man-
datory spending cuts and reconcili-
ation procedures that will total $69 bil-
lion over 5 years. The Senate, more 
moderate, calls for $17 billion in rec-
onciled cuts.

These reconciled cuts that our com-
mittee issues to different committees 
of jurisdiction in the House and Senate 
do not designate or specify how they 
shall be achieved, but the jurisdiction 
of each committee suggests exactly 
what is likely to be cut. The House res-
olution, since it is directed to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, for 
example, will likely fall on Medicaid; 
and since it is directed to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, it will likely 
fall on food stamps; and since it is di-
rected to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce, it will likely fall on 
student loans or other income security; 
and since it is directed to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, on vet-
erans benefits. It is also directed to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. That 
means it is likely to fall on something 
we call the earned income tax credit, 
which is tax relief for the working 
poor, the people who need it the most. 
Or it could fall on welfare for the most 
disabled, those who have nowhere else 
to turn and rely upon a program called 
SSI, Supplemental Security Income. 

These cuts are likely as a result of 
the reconciliation instructions in the 
budget resolution, even though the 
President did not call for them in his 
budget resolution and they are not in-
cluded in the Senate budget resolution. 

The Senate also, enough Senators got 
their backs up and said the Medicaid 
program is too important to people for 
whom it is health care of last resort 
and we simply cannot blindly whack 
$20 billion or even $10 billion out of the 
program. If we want to reform it and 
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restructure it and try to achieve some 
savings, fine, but let us not have an ar-
bitrary budget savings number that 
drives reform and restructuring. So 
enough Republicans in the Senate 
voted that the Medicaid provision call-
ing for cuts in Medicaid was deleted 
from their resolution. 

And yesterday on the House floor we 
did exactly the same thing. A large ma-
jority of this institution, Democrats 
and Republicans, voted not to have the 
Medicaid cuts included in the bill. 
Mark my words, however, notwith-
standing a majority in this House and 
a majority in the Senate, those cuts in 
Medicaid are likely to emerge in the 
budget resolution that is likely to 
come forth tomorrow. 

These budget policies continue the 
course that was set when President 
Bush came to office. At that time the 
budget was in surplus by $5.6 trillion 
dollars over 10 years. Democrats 
warned then and there on the House 
floor and in committee that these were 
paper projections, they could disappear 
in the blink of an economist’s eye, and 
we said let us seize this opportunity. 
Having years and years of deficits, now 
that we have a surplus or what ap-
peared to be a huge surplus, we said let 
us pay down some of our long-term li-
abilities like Social Security and build 
up the Social Security program. 

President Bush decided to take a dif-
ferent tact. It is true, terrorists, reces-
sion, and war have all taken a toll on 
the budget. But the Bush administra-
tion has adopted the attitude that we 
can have guns, butter, and tax cuts too, 
and never mind the deficits. As a re-
sult, the budget has moved from record 
surpluses to record deficits, as this 
next chart shows. 

The President’s 2006 budget, the 
budget for next year, like the House 
budget, like the Senate budget, claims 
to cut these deficits in half over 5 
years. That is the claim we hear re-
peated frequently. They imply that in 
another 5 years, the budget would be 
brought back to balance. Give us 10 
years, we will get the job done. But 
their budgets give us no figures at all, 
nothing after the first 5 years, and by 
running their numbers out only 5 years 
instead of 10, they avoid recognizing 
the impact that 90 percent of the Presi-
dent’s remaining tax cut agenda is 
going to have on deficits. They will add 
$2 trillion if passed, if implemented, $2 
trillion to the deficits in those out-
years from 2011 to 2015 if we include a 
fix to the alternative minimum tax.
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CBO, our Congressional Budget Of-
fice, our budget shop, which is neutral 
and nonpartisan, has given us a 10-year 
estimate, something the Republicans 
have not supplied us in the House nor 
Senate, a 10-year estimate, at least 
with the President’s budget, and they 
estimate that there is no progress 
whatsoever on the deficit. In fact, CBO 
estimates deficits totaling $2.6 trillion 
over the next 10 years if we implement, 

if we follow the recommendations and 
the requests in the President’s budget. 
$2.6 trillion in additional debt. 

As bad as this may appear, the real-
istic numbers are even worse, because 
CBO is simply taking what the Presi-
dent has requested and extended it for-
ward over 10 years. If we add what the 
President has omitted, the numbers are 
far, far worse. 

The President has omitted the cost of 
Social Security privatization, even 
though he is pushing hard for it and ac-
knowledges that the cost will be $754 
billion between 200 and 2015. He omits 
the cost of fixing the Alternative Min-
imum Tax, which CBO says is $642 bil-
lion over 10 years, even though every-
body knows it is a political inevi-
tability. And he omits any costs for 
our deployments in Iraq and Afghani-
stan after 2005. Nothing for 2006. Every-
body knows we will still have troops in 
substantial numbers there. CBO sug-
gests that the cost over the next 10 
years could easily amount up to $384 
billion. Not a dime of that is in the 
President’s budget. 

When these costs are included, the 
budget outlook, as the next chart 
shows, is much, much bleaker. Annual 
deficits never fall below $362 billion. 
The heck with this talk of cutting 
them in half. They never fall below $362 
billion, and they eventually rise at the 
end of this time period to $621 billion in 
2015. That is a CBO number, which we 
have adjusted. 

We do not have a 10-year projection 
of the House or Senate budget, but 
both are broadly similar to the Presi-
dent’s budget, and that means that 
these estimates are roughly the same, 
basically in the same ballpark. 

They say that the past is prologue, 
and we should not forget in that sense 
the impact of Bush budget in the first 
term between 2002 and 2005. To accom-
modate the Bush budgets between 2002 
and 2005, we in the Congress, Repub-
licans in Congress, on three different 
occasions have had to raise the debt 
ceiling, the legal ceiling to which we 
can borrow in the United States, first 
by $450 billion, then by $984 billion, 
then by $800 billion, by a total of 2.234 
trillion in a period of 4 years. 

In the House when we considered the 
budget, Democrats offered a better 
plan. We offered a better plan to reduce 
the deficit and eventually, believe it or 
not, to balance the budget again in the 
year 2012. The numbers added up. The 
Republican budget never achieved bal-
ance. 

A real bipartisan conference, not like 
the one we had today, a real bipartisan 
conference, with everyone at the table 
and everything on the table, would give 
us a chance to consider a conference re-
port like the budget resolution that we 
offered the floor which put the budget 
back in balance and actually achieved 
balance in the year 2012. Unfortu-
nately, such a conference and such an 
outcome will not occur. 

Unlike last year, there probably will 
be a Republican budget this year, but 

there be no plan, no prospect, for re-
ducing the deficit. 

I yield to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding. I would 
like to ask a question on this, because 
I think it is a very significant chart 
the gentleman is pointing out. 

It is my understanding it took the 
first 204 years of American history to 
run up $1 trillion in debt, and that 
chart seems to demonstrate, what, that 
in just 2 or 3 years—

Mr. SPRATT. Every 18 months we 
are adding $1 trillion to the national 
debt, to the statutory debt to the 
United States. Nobody in his right 
mind thinks this is something that can 
be sustained. 

Mr. COOPER. So to put the cookies 
on a low shelf, it took the first 204 
years to do $1 trillion worth of damage 
to our Nation, and now the Republican 
majority is doing that every 18 
months? 

Mr. SPRATT. Roughly that. Even the 
CBO tells us that another substantial 
increase in the debt ceiling will be nec-
essary by at least January or February 
of next year. 

Mr. COOPER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, this is probably hard for 
the folks back home to understand, and 
I know it is hard for many Members 
here to understand, but this news sim-
ply has not gotten out to the American 
people. It is my understanding that, 
what, votes on raising the debt ceiling 
anymore do not happen? 

Mr. SPRATT. This is past history. 
What I was giving you is a projection. 
You can look at the last three in-
creases over the last 4 years, and the 
bottom line is $2.234 trillion. As Yogi 
Berra liked to say, you can look it up. 
It is a matter of record. 

Mr. COOPER. Numbers do not lie. I 
appreciate the gentleman yielding. So 
the total national debt now is about 
$7.7 trillion. 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct. 
Mr. COOPER. We pay the interest on 

that debt largely to foreign nations 
now, right? More and more foreign na-
tions are lending us this money, so we 
are owing more and more money to for-
eign nations, is that correct? 

Mr. SPRATT. Reclaiming my time, 
that is correct. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will continue to yield, 
Japan, China, Europe, nations like 
that, we will have to write checks to 
for many, many years in order to serv-
ice the interest. 

Mr. SPRATT. This chart shows the 
percentages of our debt that are held 
by foreigners. As you can see, they 
have steadily increased to the point 
where in 2004 the share of foreign-
owned debt rose to 44 percent. One of 
the reasons that it is difficult to get 
this message across to the American 
people is that they are not really feel-
ing the effects of it, since foreigners 
are buying for now a lot of our debt. 
But when and if they cease buying it in 
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huge quantities as they have been, we 
have got a problem. 

Mr. COOPER. So almost half the 
mortgage on America is owned by for-
eigners, and they have been kind to 
lend us that money, but they could 
change their minds and stop lending us 
money at almost any time? Because we 
sell Treasury bonds, notes, other pa-
pers, every day in the market. 

Mr. SPRATT. Reclaiming my time, 
in the meantime, they are accumu-
lating claims against the United States 
that could some day be called. 

Mr. COOPER. What happens if we 
cannot pay the debt? 

Mr. SPRATT. Well, we have to prob-
ably inflate our currency. But let us 
not get into that. We are still not in 
that bad of shape, and I do not want to 
get into dire predictions. But we are 
forewarned. We all know there are lim-
its to which anyone can go, govern-
ments, individuals, households, compa-
nies, corporations, there are limits to 
which you can go in borrowing money. 
It is a function of what your income is, 
and we are beginning to approach those 
limits. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman mentioned we certainly do not 
want to inflate the currency, but the 
dollar today is weaker than it has been 
in some time, the dollar vis-a-vis for-
eign currencies. If an American travels 
abroad and pays in dollars, you dis-
cover today it buys very little under 
Bush administration policies. A few 
years ago it used to buy a whole lot 
more. That is a sign of a weak dollar 
that we are already facing today be-
cause of our dependence on foreign bor-
rowing. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the gen-
tleman yielding. I did not mean to dis-
tract from your presentation. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Nevada (Ms. 
BERKLEY). I traveled to Las Vegas to 
spend the day with the gentlewoman 
from Nevada (Ms. BERKLEY) a couple of 
weeks ago, and we went all over the 
City of Las Vegas, from three different 
editorial boards, to television, to a 
town meeting, and we found people 
there very much concerned about So-
cial Security and about the shape of 
the budget. 

Ms. BERKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from South Carolina for 
yielding. I so enjoyed the gentleman in 
Las Vegas and so did all of my con-
stituents, because he was able to bring 
home to them and articulate to them 
exactly what the issues are when it 
comes to the budget and how it is 
going to affect them in a very adverse 
way. 

I am here tonight to talk about why 
I am going to be voting against this 
Republican budget that is going to be 
on the floor probably tomorrow. But 
before I do, I have to comment on the 
last hour, because I had the oppor-
tunity since I was sitting here to hear 
some of the rhetoric from the other 
side when they were talking about So-
cial Security and a bipartisan meeting 

with AARP that the Democrats were 
supposedly boycotting. 

I think it is very important for peo-
ple that are listening to know, at least 
from this Democratic Member of Con-
gress, that until I heard that, I had 
never heard of such a meeting. I am 
married to a Republican. We practice 
bipartisanship in our home every single 
day. And I think if the Republicans 
were truly serious about working in a 
bipartisan fashion with the Democrats 
to craft solutions to the very serious 
problems that we have, we not only 
would sit down and talk about Social 
Security, not the privatization of So-
cial Security, which we all know will 
do absolutely nothing to make this 
system solvent, but talk about the 
more immediate and pressing crises of 
Medicare and the health care system in 
this country. If you have tried to ac-
cess the health care system in this 
country, you would know without me 
having to tell you that we do have a 
crisis. 

So instead of creating a crisis and 
screaming about the partisan nature of 
the House of Representatives, maybe if 
they truly wanted to solve some of the 
solutions to make life easier for aver-
age American people, we would be sit-
ting down at a table now, instead of 
the gentleman and I sitting here talk-
ing to each other. But we can talk 
about that some other time. I was just 
so taken aback by the attack that I 
felt I had to respond to it. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to be voting 
against this budget proposal that the 
Republicans have set forth, and it is 
very important that my constituents 
know why. 

This is a very fiscally irresponsible 
budget. It is going to devastate numer-
ous programs that many low and mid-
dle-income Americans depend on. I 
know they do in my congressional dis-
trict. 

Day after day we hear the President 
and congressional Republicans talking 
about fiscal responsibility and pro-
viding opportunities for lower and mid-
dle-income families in this country. 
But the priorities outlined in this 
budget tell an entirely different story. 
This is the perfect example of Repub-
lican rhetoric not matching the reality 
on the ground. 

The Republican budget hides costs. 
We all know that. The gentleman 
spoke of some of the hidden costs. It 
threatens to put key programs like 
veterans health care, education fund-
ing and Medicaid on the chopping 
block. 

The Republicans talk about keeping 
our promises to our veterans. I sit on 
the Committee on Veterans Affairs, 
and I have the fastest growing veterans 
population in the United States of 
America in Southern Nevada. The 
issues that affect our veterans are very 
important to me, and particularly 
health care, because my veterans do 
not get the health care that they de-
serve. 

The Republican budget does not in-
clude enough money for veterans pro-

grams to keep pace with inflation over 
the next 5 years. To me this is an out-
rage. It is never acceptable to cut vet-
erans benefits at any time, but it is es-
pecially not appropriate at a time 
when our country is depending more 
and more on the strength and morale 
of our Armed Forces in Iraq, Afghani-
stan, Kosovo and South Korea. We are 
stretched very thin. 

These soldiers are going to be coming 
home to this country. They are going 
to be veterans and they are going to be 
expect the health care that this Nation 
has promised our soldiers when they 
become veterans, and I am afraid this 
budget is way short of providing the 
needs of our veterans, particularly not 
only health care needs, but mental 
health care, and that is going to be a 
major problem with our troops coming 
home from Iraq, a serious, serious 
problem. 

I am not going to vote for any budget 
that threatens key programs, including 
health care benefits for the more than 
160,000 veterans that live in my com-
munity. These men and women have 
served our country with dignity and 
valor, and I refuse to support a budget 
that shortchanges programs that are 
vitally important to them. 

The Republican budget also fails stu-
dents and their families in Nevada and 
across the country. It not only will not 
support current education programs 
and services over the next 5 years, but, 
again, since I have got the fastest 
growing student population in the 
United States, a budget that is even 
neutral and does not cut programs, al-
though this one does, hurts my district 
disproportionately, because while our 
student population is growing, if edu-
cation funding is going down, we take 
the biggest hit in the country. 

Education should be one of the high-
est priorities in any budget. Our 
schools and our teachers and our stu-
dents already feel the squeeze by budg-
et cuts. To further cut funding is 
unfathomable to me. 

The Republican budget cuts child nu-
trition programs. If you are a kid and 
you are not getting breakfast at home 
and you are going to school on an 
empty stomach, how are you going to 
learn? How are you going to con-
centrate on your studies when your 
tummy is growling? This cuts student 
nutrition programs. 

It cuts student loans. I come from a 
family where my dad was a waiter 
when I was growing up. I depended on 
those student loans to get an edu-
cation. That is how I went through col-
lege and how I went through law 
school. It took me many years to pay 
back those students loans, but without 
them I guarantee you I would not be 
standing here on the floor of the House 
tonight. 

Vocational grants, so important for 
those students that do not go to col-
lege, who would rather go get a voca-
tional education, which is also impor-
tant for our economy in this country, 
those programs are getting decimated. 
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Also disability and pension programs. 

What type of Nation that prides itself 
on caring for its fellow citizens is going 
to cut pension and disability programs? 
But this Republican budget does ex-
actly that. 

Student loans. Let me get back to 
that, because I know firsthand how im-
portant they are.

b 2245 
They are vitally important to fami-

lies in southern Nevada and across this 
country. Low and middle-income fami-
lies in my district are not going to be 
able to send their kids to college with-
out student loans. People think of Las 
Vegas and they see the fancy hotels 
and the wild night life, and we do have 
the glitz and the glamour in Las Vegas, 
but Las Vegas is populated by middle 
income people that are working in 
those hotels and trying to put a roof 
over their family’s heads, food on their 
tables, clothes on their backs, and 
their children through college. They 
are entitled to have these student 
loans so that they can make sure that 
their children enjoy the American 
dream. 

I am astounded that that is an area 
that this administration and this Re-
publican budget is cutting. 

Straining student loan programs will 
reverse the progress this country has 
achieved by sending millions of stu-
dents just like me to college who oth-
erwise could not afford it. This is unac-
ceptable, must be stopped, and the 
American public should be rising up 
and complaining to the Republican 
Members of this House, telling them 
that this is unacceptable to them, be-
cause it hurts, and it is very painful. 

The Senate restored funding for med-
icaid in its budget and, last night, the 
House the Representatives voted to in-
struct budget conferees to protect med-
icaid funding from the drastic cuts out-
lined in the President’s budget. I hope 
that the House and Senate conferees do 
the right thing and leave the medicaid 
funding alone. 

Medicaid provides crucial health 
services to approximately 159,000 peo-
ple in my home State of Nevada. Any 
cuts to medicaid funding will make it 
much harder for low-income pregnant 
women, seniors, children, disabled, and 
families in Nevada and throughout the 
United States to get the health care 
they need. 

I cannot stress enough how impor-
tant medicaid is to the State of Ne-
vada. Nevada’s hospitals, nursing 
homes, community health centers de-
pend on this funding. Medicaid pays for 
65 percent of Nevada’s certified nursing 
home residents. What are these seniors 
going to do if we lose this funding? It 
is going to be devastating for them. 
Are they going to be thrown out on the 
streets where they are going to die in 
the gutter? This medicaid funding 
must be restored, and it must be re-
stored to the appropriate levels to take 
care of the people of this country. 

I am going to vote against this con-
ference report, because it fails to 

prioritize veterans, students, low-in-
come and middle-income families. I 
want to remind my colleagues and the 
chairman that not too long ago, the 
Democrats offered a budget alternative 
that every Republican in the House 
voted against. And in light of the at-
tacks that I just heard before we got up 
to speak about the partisan nature of 
the Democratic Party, I mean I find it 
a little shocking that not one Repub-
lican would cross the aisle and support 
the democratic budget proposal, be-
cause in that proposal, the Democrats 
not only talked the talk, but we 
walked the walk. Democrats provided 
an alternative that was fiscally respon-
sible, would balance the budget by 2012, 
would reduce the deficit, and provide 
opportunities to all Americans that the 
Republicans only talk about. But if 
their budget is any indication of what 
they care about and what they are 
going to act upon, well, I am afraid it 
is a little light on helping their fellow 
man and taking care of the fiscal 
health of this country. 

So I thank the gentleman very much 
for his leadership on this. There is no-
body that presents our side of the argu-
ment better than the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), and I 
thank the gentleman for letting me be 
a part of this discussion tonight.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for a very effective 
presentation. 

I yield to the gentleman from Port-
land, Maine (Mr. ALLEN), a former 
mayor who understands what Federal 
grants and aids and other projects 
mean to cities and small towns all over 
this country. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. It is true at 
the local level you learn in a very short 
time the importance of a partnership 
between the Federal Government and 
the States and local governments. 
Clearly, it has been forgotten here. 

I do want to thank the gentleman for 
the knowledge that he brings to this 
particular debate, the information he 
brings. I mean, the gentleman knows 
more, in my opinion, about this budget 
than anyone else in the Congress. 

At some level, it seems to me, this 
should not be that hard, because the 
Federal budget should, number one, be 
designed to create a stronger and more 
competitive economy. I mean, after all, 
what we want for people in this coun-
try is to have opportunity, we want 
them to be able to get a good edu-
cation, to get a job and be successful in 
competing, because we are all com-
peting in one way or another in a glob-
al economy. We know that the Chinese 
economy is growing very rapidly, that 
India has very strong schools these 
days, particularly in engineering, and 
so we need the best educated, best 
trained work force we can have. 

Now, if we look at this budget, we are 
not going to get the best educated, best 
trained work force out of what the Re-
publicans are trying to do to this coun-
try. As the gentlewoman from Nevada 

was saying, there are so many pro-
grams, adult education, job training 
programs, technical education that are 
being reduced, being reduced, simply to 
pay for tax cuts for the richest people 
in the country. So how do we build a 
stronger, more competitive economy 
when we are reducing the ability of 
people to get the education and train-
ing they need; when we are turning 
around and passing a resolution, as we 
did today, a resolution that said, we 
are for a small business Bill of Rights, 
and then reducing funds to the Small 
Business Administration to make it 
harder for entrepreneurs in this coun-
try to get the financing they need, the 
technical assistance they need to get a 
business off the ground. It takes your 
breath away. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, that is 
the point I was trying to make at the 
opening. While these cuts may seem to 
be necessary to deal with the deficit, in 
truth, the deficits and their budget res-
olution are bigger than they would be 
under current surpluses. What they 
really do, to some extent, is use these 
entitlement cuts and discretionary 
spending cuts to offset the tax cuts so 
they will not grossly enlarge the bot-
tom line. But they still have a huge 
deficit that is bigger than would other-
wise be the case, because they are, not-
withstanding these deficits, are mak-
ing more and more tax cuts. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, just quick-
ly, the thing that strikes me, that is 
astonishing to me is the median house-
hold income in this country is some-
thing like $48,000, $49,000. Half of the 
households, or less than half of the 
households earn more. We have a def-
icit of roughly $427 billion projected for 
this year. That is more than $1 billion 
a day that we are borrowing, a lot of it 
from Chinese and Japanese banks. Yet, 
$89 billion will be enjoyed by house-
holds earning over $350,000 this year, 
next year, the year after that, the year 
after that; $89 billion that they did not 
have in the prosperous 1990s because of 
the tax cuts that the Republicans 
passed for the wealthiest people in the 
country, and they are going to do any-
thing to protect those tax cuts. 

So what they are doing is they are 
cutting aid for small businesses, they 
are cutting vocational education, they 
reduce funding for adult education, 
they reduce funding for the Small Busi-
ness Administration to protect tax 
cuts for the wealthiest people in the 
country. It is hard to see how that will 
provide a stronger and more competi-
tive economy, and it certainly will not 
provide broader prosperity because 
that, in my view, is the second goal we 
ought to have here. We ought to be try-
ing to make sure that opportunity in 
this country; the chance, if you work 
hard and play by the rules, to have a 
reasonable opportunity for a reason-
able level of prosperity. That is miss-
ing in this budget. 

The middle class in this budget takes 
it on the chin. This is no budget for 
middle class Americans. 
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Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 

the gentleman from North Carolina 
(Mr. PRICE). 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. I have been listening, listen-
ing over in my office initially and now 
here on the Floor to the discussion, 
and it strikes me that what the Repub-
licans have given us is a worst-of-both-
worlds budget. 

The Ranking Member on the Com-
mittee on the Budget has described to 
us very convincingly how this budget 
takes us over the cliff fiscally. There is 
no question. We are looking at $400 bil-
lion, $500 billion deficits as far as the 
eye can see; just unprecedented deficits 
and debt piling up on this country. 

One would like to think that if we 
are incurring that kind of deficit, we 
are at least getting some bang for the 
buck, right? We would like to think 
that we are getting adequate funding 
for domestic needs, for example. We 
would like to think that the economy 
is getting some juice, some stimulus. 
Yet, we are not getting that, either. We 
are getting the worst of both worlds. 
We are going over the cliff fiscally, yet 
we are not addressing these priorities. 

Mr. Speaker, the political premise 
seems to be, and the gentleman from 
Maine was getting at this; the political 
premise seems to be that we are going 
broke in this country because we are 
doing too much for education, or be-
cause we are building too many high-
ways, or because we are doing too 
much cancer research, or because too 
many loans are available to small busi-
nesses. I think that is irresponsible, 
and ‘‘irresponsible’’ is a kind word for 
that kind of political pitch, that we are 
getting from our Republican friends 
these days. 

The fact is that these domestic ex-
penditures account for very little in 
the way of our budget difficulties, yet 
they are being required to bear the 
brunt of the administration’s budget 
policies. If it is not domestic discre-
tionary expenditures, what is it? I 
would like to ask the gentleman. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, we have a 
chart to prove that point. I need to get 
it up here. We have a chart that shows 
how over the last 4 fiscal years, the in-
creases in discretionary spending and, 
once again, that is the money we ap-
propriate in 13 different bills each year. 
We call it discretionary because each 
year we decide how to spend it, it is de-
fense, it is national parks; if we look at 
those accounts in discretionary spend-
ing, we will find that 90 to 95 percent of 
the increases in discretionary spending 
over and above current services, just 
running in place, are attributable to 3 
different factors. 

Here we go. Here is the chart. De-
fense, Homeland Security, and the re-
sponse to 9/11. Those three factors ac-
count for 90 to 95 percent of the growth 
in discretionary spending. Now, the 
President says we are spending out of 
control but, in truth, the House is con-
trolled by Republicans, the Senate is 

controlled by Republicans, the White 
House is controlled by Republicans. It 
is a self indictment, if anything. 

But here is the actual truth: discre-
tionary spending is going up, but it is 
going up in accounts and for reasons 
the President has requested and sought 
money for, and we have given it to 
him. Having put an Army in the field 
in Iraq, we are going to support them 
and see them through, we hope to a 
successful conclusion. But this is pol-
icy that he has originated and we have 
supported in one way or another and 
now support, and this accounts for the 
main increase in spending. 

So number one, it is spending he has 
initiated; number two, it is not likely 
to fall off substantially to abate by any 
significant amount in the near future. 
That is a fact we have to live up to, a 
fiscal fact we have to live up to. But 
the administration is in a state of fis-
cal denial. They will not acknowledge 
that this is a fact, and that the remain-
ing wedge out of the budget for discre-
tionary spending, domestic, nondefense 
discretionary spending constitutes 
maybe $380, $390 billion. You cannot 
squeeze enough out of that sector to 
begin to wipe out a $427 billion deficit. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield, 
we are stuck here in the Congress not 
able to pass a transportation bill. Our 
communities are crying out for high-
way maintenance, for modernizing our 
highway system, for bringing transit 
on line. The administration has stood 
in the way of a congressional accom-
modation on a transportation bill that 
would invest in our future. Is highway 
spending part of that equation? 

Mr. SPRATT. Ironically, there is 
about $20 billion there for roads, 
bridges, oil wells and other infrastruc-
ture in Iraq. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Yes, in 
Iraq, but not in this country. We are 
not going broke because we are build-
ing too many highways in this country 
or doing too much in the way of infra-
structure development. In fact, it is 
very, very foolish to cut back on those 
things in the name of fiscal balance 
when the problem in truth lies else-
where. 

Well, if the gentleman will go fur-
ther, what is the tax side of this equa-
tion? 

Mr. SPRATT. Well, as I acknowl-
edged, terrorists and war and recession 
have all taken a toll on the budget. But 
the President has basically taken the 
attitude that we can have guns, butter, 
and tax cuts too, and never mind the 
deficits. The tax cuts keep coming 
every year. The President has an unfin-
ished tax agenda of at least 1 trillion 
400 billion, and that does not include 
everything, because he does not put on 
his agenda anything, anything to fix 
the alternative minimum tax. I paid it 
this year, I paid it last year, more and 
more Americans are going to be paying 
the AMT until it rises, Treasury tells 
us, to 30 million tax filers in the year 
2010, not far away. 

The political truth of the matter is, 
we will have to do something about 
that. That means that the President’s 
tax agenda, tax cut agenda calls for an-
other $2 trillion beginning in 2011. They 
conveniently stop their budget projec-
tions in 2010, so we miss the outyears, 
but here is what happens in the out-
years when you add AMT to the Presi-
dent’s other requests, principally to 
make permanent the tax cuts adopted 
in 01, 02 and 03. This is what happens to 
the baseline projections of the deficit; 
it gets worse and worse and worse. 
There is no end in sight, and it is ag-
gravated by this fact, the tax cut agen-
da.

b 2300 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Does 
the gentleman yield? 

I spoke to the Raleigh Kiwanis Club 
just as tax filing deadline approached a 
couple of weeks ago and said something 
about the alternative minimum tax, 
that if the Members in this room have 
not figured that alternative minimum 
tax, you had better do it because I, for 
one, and sounds like the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) had 
the same experience, I found just ex-
actly how this is biting, and there were 
many heads nodding in that room. This 
alternative minimum tax is reaching 
deep into the middle class. And as the 
gentleman says, the President’s budget 
takes no account of the need to fix 
that. 

Mr. ALLEN. If the gentleman would 
yield, you know, I find a couple of 
things astonishing here. One is the Of-
fice of Management and Budget used to 
do 10-year projections of the budget. 
But they do not anymore. They just do 
5 years under the Bush administration 
because from year 6 to year 10 is such 
a horrifying picture, they do not want 
the American people to know how bad 
it is. And you do not have to take it 
from us, from Democrats. 

Before the 2003 tax cuts were passed, 
Paul O’Neill, George Bush’s Secretary 
of the Treasury, said if you pass these 
2003 tax cuts, if you do that, you will 
not be able to do anything else that 
you want to do. And he was right. He 
was absolutely right. Because this 
year, as a percentage of total economic 
activity, tax revenues to the United 
States of America are at the lowest 
level since 1959, before Medicaid, before 
Medicare. We are trying to run a 21st-
century government on revenues that 
are, you know, really, as a percentage 
of the economy, 1950s revenues. And it 
is all because Republicans have, at 
least they say, they think if you cut 
taxes, revenues to the government in-
crease. That is what the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. DELAY) has stood up 
and said. The CBO disagrees and the 
real world does not work that way be-
cause every time they do a big tax cut, 
revenues decrease. We have got an ad-
ministration that is the most fiscally 
irresponsible administration in the last 
hundred years at least, maybe forever, 
because they have turned the deficit, 
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turned a surplus generated during the 
Clinton administration into huge defi-
cits that go on and on. 

And I just think in terms of what 
happens to our children, because part 
of this deficit, part of this budget 
ought to be to prepare a better future 
for our children. That is what all 
Americans want. And we are simply 
piling debt on the backs of our children 
and grandchildren. We are spoiling 
their chances for a good life. And 
frankly, the people who are doing it 
have to know it. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT). 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I just want to 
follow up on this briefly because we 
talked about fiscal responsibility and 
irresponsibility. And we have seen this 
chart. In 1993 we passed budgets that 
were very controversial. But they had 
the effect of eliminating the deficit and 
sending it up into surplus. And these 
were controversial, and those votes 
were used against the Democrats. 

Right after these votes were cast, 
when we eliminated the trend line 
going down into further and further 
deficit and started going up, we had 
PAYGO in effect, where if you had a 
tax cut, you had to pay for the tax cut. 
If you had a spending increase, you had 
to pay for it with either more taxes or 
less spending somewhere else. You just 
could not spend without paying for it. 
You could not cut taxes without pay-
ing for it. And we ended up in a surplus 
at the end of 2000. We let PAYGO ex-
pire so you could pass massive tax cuts 
and increase spending all you wanted 
without paying for it. And that kind of 
fiscal irresponsibility puts us down 
here to $427 billion in the hole. 

Now, it is going to get worse before it 
gets better. The President suggests in 
the rhetoric that he is going to cut the 
deficit in half in 5 years, which is actu-
ally somewhat modest. That means he 
is only going to clean up half the mess 
he caused. He is not even going to 
clean up just half. He is going to prom-
ise to clean up half. 

But this green line down here shows 
if you actually include what we know 
must be included, there is no way you 
are going to even come close. It is just 
going to get worse and worse. 

This blue line is an interesting line 
because this is the budget projection. 
All the surpluses of 300 billion-plus was 
the projection made in 2002, which is an 
interesting year, because it is after 
2001. After 9/11 we still thought we 
could have surpluses, but we continued 
to cut taxes, we continued to increase 
spending without any limit. 

Now, we have heard about the prior-
ities that we are going to be missing. 
We have heard about education. We 
have heard about health care. We have 
heard about all of the things we cannot 
do. One of the things we cannot do, I 
live in Newport News, Virginia. We 
build aircraft carriers. Because of the 
budget crunch, they are talking about 

reducing the number of aircraft car-
riers. 

We have a NASA research facility 
near my district, aeronautics research. 
We are scrambling to try to find a cou-
ple $100 million so that NASA Langley 
can have a few million dollars to con-
tinue the research that we are doing. 
We are having trouble finding that 
money. We hope we can find it. 

But just last week, we passed another 
tax cut. When fully phased in, it would 
be another $70 billion a year. Without 
paying for it. Just passed it. 

One priority we have, all of us here, 
Social Security. If you look at all of 
the tax cuts, you know, where are we 
going to find the money for Social Se-
curity to keep the plan we have got 
now, all of the tax cuts under this ad-
ministration passed, and if we make 
them permanent, $14 trillion. Social 
Security only has a 3.7 to $4 trillion 
shortfall. If you add on Medicare, you 
could have solved both of those, or you 
can have tax cuts. And to add insult to 
injury, make the tax cuts permanent. 
That is over $11 trillion in present 
value cost. Social Security, 3.7. Make 
the tax cuts permanent for the top 1 
percent, those making more than 
$350,000 a year. That is almost enough 
in itself to solve the Social Security 
problem that we have. 

Matter of priorities. Are we going to 
give tax cuts to the top 1 percent, or 
are we going to save Social Security 
for everybody? Well, we are going to be 
voting on that. We have already passed 
estate tax repeal. We have got others. I 
believe that we ought to save Social 
Security first. If you are going to have 
an $11 trillion tax cut plan on the 
table, well, let us just take the first 4 
trillion and solve Social Security. 
Then maybe we can only cut taxes $7 
trillion. But we would have saved So-
cial Security. Let us save Social Secu-
rity first. We have got a good plan. All 
of the benefits being promised we can-
not pay right now. We are 4 trillion 
short. It is actually better than the 
President’s plan because his plan goes 
broke quicker and cuts benefits in the 
process. So that ought to be a non-
starter. 

But we have priorities and because of 
our fiscal irresponsibility, we cannot 
meet those priorities. If we go back to 
the fiscal responsibility we had from 
1993 to 2000, you had to pay for your 
new initiatives. You could not just pass 
a tax cut, and where a President would 
veto bills that were fiscally irrespon-
sible, even if he had to shut down the 
government. In 1995 we shut down the 
government rather than President 
Clinton signing those bills that would 
have put us back in the ditch where we 
were. Now, that is the kind of leader-
ship we need now. We do not have it. 

And if the gentleman looks at the 
chart right beside him, where you pass 
these tax cuts that look a little modest 
for the next couple of years, but when 
you reveal the full 10-year and the next 
10-year cost, you know they are fis-
cally irresponsible. We cannot afford 

them, and that is why Social Security 
is in jeopardy today. 

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. COOPER), 
who I believe has a question he wants 
to put forth. 

Mr. COOPER. I think it is important 
to return to the fact that we are going 
to be voting tomorrow on the budget 
for the United States of America, and 
it is a budget that no one has seen yet. 
They only appointed the conferees yes-
terday. 

Mr. SPRATT. $2.6 trillion budget, 
which no one has seen. 

Mr. COOPER. $2.6 trillion, covering 
all of the priorities of this great Na-
tion, the fact that we are at war, So-
cial Security and Medicare, all domes-
tic spending, cancer research, CDBG 
grants, everything is rolled up into it 
and no one has seen it. 

Now, last year we did not have a 
budget at all, so maybe the prospect of 
voting on a budget this year is a good 
one. But from all that we do know of 
the budget, and we will probably vote 
on it apparently about 2:00 tomorrow 
afternoon, it will be crammed down our 
throats with no one having seen the 
text of it. And the New York Times and 
responsible publications like that are 
saying it is really the worst of both 
worlds. It is going to help the people 
who need it the least and hurt the peo-
ple who need it the most. It is going to 
hurt poor people. It is going to hurt 
middle-class people. It is going to hurt 
small businesses. It is going to hurt 
our schools, and that is irresponsible 
budgeting. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Will the gen-
tleman yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I would be delighted to 
yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. When the 
budget left the House, what did it do to 
things likes Medicaid? 

Mr. COOPER. I believe they rec-
ommended a $60 billion cut in Med-
icaid. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Did they di-
rect the Education and Workforce 
Committee to cut mandatory spending? 

Mr. COOPER. Well, unbelievable cuts 
are in this and unbelievable aid to 
countries like Iraq. It is really a crazy 
set of priorities and unbelievable tax 
cuts. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. And if you 
cut mandatory spending and the edu-
cation budget, the only thing you have 
for school lunches and student loans, 
that is the only thing you can cut 
under that program.

b 2310 

Mr. COOPER. One thing we know will 
go up is interest expense on the na-
tional debt because the deficits are the 
largest in American history. It is get-
ting harder and harder to blame 9/11 for 
that because they have produced the 
largest deficits in American history 
year after year after year, as this chart 
shows right here. As the gentleman il-
lustrated earlier, the sea of red ink is 
continuing; deficits, the largest in 
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American history, as far as anyone can 
see. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. The gen-
tleman mentioned 9/11. It seems to me 
that it is fair to have been surprised in 
September of 2001 or maybe later that 
you suffered 9/11. Does the gentleman 
find it surprising that people still ap-
pear to be surprised that 9/11 happened 
here, 4 years later, that we are budg-
eting as if it did not happen? And sur-
prise, after you pass the budget, oh, we 
forgot about 9/11? 

Mr. COOPER. All the experts, includ-
ing Chairman Greenspan of the Federal 
Reserve, say right now under these Re-
publican budgets we are clearly on an 
unsustainable path, a literal road to 
ruin for our Nation. And the head of 
the GAO, the Government Account-
ability Office, David Walker, has said 
the same thing. In fact, he pointed out 
that 2004 was the worst year in Amer-
ican fiscal history, the worst year in 
our entire Nation’s fiscal history be-
cause we are piling up deficits in such 
an irresponsible fashion. It is time for 
that to stop, but the situation will not 
be helped tomorrow when they cram 
down a budget on us that literally no 
one has seen. But if it resembles the 
House Republican budget or the Senate 
Republican budget, it is likely to be 
bad news for the American people. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Let me ask 
one more question. The gentlemen 
mentions interest on the national debt. 
I remember in 2001 when this adminis-
tration came in, when Chairman 
Greenspan was testifying, the ques-
tions he had to answer were along the 
lines of should we pay off the whole na-
tional debt or should we pay off just 
the short-term debt or the long-term 
debt? What will happen to the interest 
rates when you pay off the national 
debt? 

Were the projections not at the be-
ginning of 2001 when this administra-
tion came in that we could pay all the 
debt held by the public, we could pay it 
off by 2008, and by 2013, 2015, we could 
have put all the money back into the 
trust funds that we borrowed from like 
Social Security? 

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman makes 
a great point because we have gone 
from the prospect of being a debt-free 
Nation to being one of the most in-
debted nations in the world. 

In fact, there is a tragic tipping point 
that will occur in the last year of the 
Bush administration, because in that 
year, and this is according to the 
House Republican budget, we will actu-
ally be spending more on interest pay-
ments to our creditors than we spend 
on all regular domestic government in 
America. So in a sense it will be a bet-
ter deal to be a bond holder of this 
country, even a foreign bond holder, 
than to be a citizen of this country. 
And that is the classic result of budget 
mismanagement which we are seeing 
year in and year out under this admin-
istration. 

Mr. SPRATT. The gentleman men-
tioned what they told us about repay-

ment of the debt. If the gentleman re-
calls, they said if you pass our budget, 
including these tax cuts, $1.5 trillion, 
$1.6 trillion in tax cuts, with interest 
even more, we will not be back until 
2008, if you implement our budget, to 
ask you for an increase in the debt ceil-
ing. We will not need to come back be-
cause we will have ample room beneath 
that ceiling. 

In the Clinton administration the 
last 3 years we paid off over $300 billion 
of national debt. That is the first time 
that has happened for a long time. So 
they said that trend is going to extend 
and we will not need to come back and 
ask for an increase in the debt ceiling 
in 2008. History shows in 2002 they were 
back, hat in hand, saying we need $450 
billion. The next year, 2003, they need-
ed 984. 

As the gentleman from Tennessee 
(Mr. COOPER) pointed out, that was 
equal to the entire debt of the United 
States in 1980. And then only 16 months 
later, they were back asking for an-
other $800 billion which was provided in 
November of last year; and as a con-
sequence, the total increase in the debt 
ceiling of the United States to accom-
modate the Bush budget from 2001 
through 2005 is $2 trillion 234 billion. 
That is simple arithmetic, back-of-the-
envelope analysis, but it is truly as-
tounding to me, given the fact that 
they told us we would not need to raise 
the debt ceiling until 2008. 

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman men-
tioned earlier that in early 2006 they 
will be asking for another increase in 
the debt ceiling, perhaps even 2005. 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct. This 
time next year they will need another 
increase, probably in the range of $800 
billion.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Would the 
gentleman remind us what the 10-year 
surplus was projected to be at the be-
ginning of this administration? 

Mr. SPRATT. $5.6 trillion. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. For those 

same 10 years, what is the projected 
surplus to be now? 

Mr. SPRATT. It is more like $3.3 tril-
lion deficit. We have had a swing in the 
wrong direction of nearly $9 trillion. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I would ask if the entire take of the in-
dividual income tax, is that not about 
$800 billion? 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct. 
Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. And we have 

an average of $900 billion overspending 
from what was projected every year for 
the 10-year period? 

Mr. SPRATT. Yes. It is a serious 
problem. It is a result of policies. It did 
not just fall off out of the sky. It is not 
terrorism necessarily. It is not war, 
even. It is the fiscal policies of this ad-
ministration. 

Now, one thing we did, as the gen-
tleman will recall, in 2001 we did not do 
it, I did not vote for that budget; but in 
the Senate in particular, they said 
these tax cuts will have to sunset at 
the end of 2010 because, one reason, 
there may not be the surplus that we 

think there will be. This is a blue-sky 
estimate. It may not obtain it. If it 
does not, we do not want to be com-
mitted to these tax cuts only to find 
out that the surplus that they are 
predicated upon does not actually hap-
pen. And so they were all made to ex-
pire or terminate by December 31, 2010. 

Now, we know that the surplus pro-
jection was wrong, grossly off, vastly 
overstated. And we have huge deficits 
in the place of huge surpluses now. But 
the administration is still pushing the 
same fiscal policy, asking, insisting, 
scheduling these tax cuts to be ex-
tended, all of them, almost all of them, 
after the year 2010, even though they 
can only do one thing at that point in 
time and that is go directly to the bot-
tom line and vastly, hugely, expand the 
deficit of the United States. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Does the gen-
tleman have a chart that shows what 
the surpluses were supposed to be and 
what the annual deficits look like? 

Mr. SPRATT. Here is one good chart 
that does just that. The gentleman can 
see it better than I can from his van-
tage point. We can see what they pro-
jected. 

In the year 2002 they projected a sur-
plus of $313 billion. That was with the 
implementation of their policies. It 
turned out to be a deficit of $158 bil-
lion. In the year 2003 they projected 
$359 billion. At least that was the Janu-
ary 2001 projection. I beg your pardon. 
That was without policy. That was the 
projection before Bush policy. A $359 
billion surplus turned into a $377 bil-
lion deficit with Bush policies. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Now, Mr. 
Speaker, could the gentleman show me 
where Social Security and Medicare 
present surpluses are on that chart? 

Mr. SPRATT. Most of the numbers 
that we have quoted, as the gentleman 
well knows, are net of the Social Secu-
rity surpluses. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. So that 
means we spend the Social Security 
plus, and then spend even more than 
that after we have spent the surplus? 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct. We had 
a deficit last year of $412 billion. But 
that was after deducting $150, $160 bil-
lion surplus in Social Security. If that 
Social Security surplus had not been 
offset, there was a deficit in the gen-
eral account of the Federal budget 
equal to nearly 600. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. In the final 
years of the Clinton administration we 
had the Social Security and Medicare 
surplus and we were talking about a 
lockbox where that would be put to 
save Social Security and Medicare 
without spending it; is that right? 

Mr. SPRATT. That is correct. 
Mr. ALLEN. If I could just jump in 

here, I wanted to come to a conclusion 
about what this means, these huge 
deficits, these unprecedented deficits, 
the highest deficits in American his-
tory. They mean higher interest rates 
in the long run, higher interest rates 
than we would have otherwise. 

Mr. COOPER. On car loans. 
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Mr. ALLEN. On car loans and home 

mortgages and on business loans. That 
is number one. And because it means 
higher interest rates in the long run, it 
means slower economic growth, slower 
economic growth than we would have 
with more responsible policies. What 
does slower economic growth yield? 
Fewer jobs. Fewer jobs for the Amer-
ican people.

b 2320 

So we have higher interest rates, 
slower economic growth, fewer jobs. 

It is hard to believe the people who 
care about America would do what the 
Republican majority is doing to the 
American people through these budg-
ets. They have fed the wealthiest peo-
ple with tax cuts, the largest tax cuts 
in American history, and they are tak-
ing from the middle class opportunities 
for education and job training and ad-
vancement that ought to be part of 
what this country means. 

I think it is embarrassing, it is a 
shameful activity, and it clearly is the 
worst fiscal irresponsibility that I can 
remember in the last 100 years. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman has just examined one of the 
reasons that this deficit, these deficits 
which are structural deficits built into 
the budget, not cyclical and resulting 
from the economy, but structural, will 
not go away of their own accord, will 
not self-resolve but will be with us on 
and on and on until we take significant 
action. 

The sad part about it is the budget 
resolution that comes to the floor to-
morrow will not take significant ac-
tion. We will have a budget that ap-
pears, but we will not have a plan to 
reduce the deficit, and we will not have 
any prospect of reducing the deficit, 
not under this budget. We will just 
kick the can down the road and leave it 
to the next Congress. 

I thank all of the gentleman here for 
participating tonight.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mrs. MCCARTHY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GUTIERREZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for 

5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ISRAEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. JONES of North Carolina) 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
include extraneous material:) 

Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, for 5 min-

utes, May 4. 
Mr. CONAWAY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DENT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCHENRY, for 5 minutes, April 28 

and May 3 and 4. 
Mr. BRADLEY of New Hampshire, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. GUTKNECHT, for 5 minutes, May 4. 
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee, for 5 min-

utes, today.

f 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. FILNER and to include extraneous 
material, notwithstanding the fact 
that it exceeds two pages of the 
RECORD and is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $1,807.00.

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 22 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Thursday, April 28, 2005, at 
10:00 a.m.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1734. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Texas; 
Revisions to Control Volatile Organic Com-
pound Emissions [R06–OAR–2005–TX–0008; 
FRL–7890–4] received April 21, 2005, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

1735. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; Texas; Post 1996 
Rate-of-Progress Plan, Adjustments to the 
1990 Base Year Emissions Inventory, and 
Motor Vehicle Emissions Budgets for the 
Dallas/Fort Worth Ozone Nonattainment 
Area [TX–107–1–7496; FRL–7890–1] received 
April 21, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

1736. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—South Carolina: Final Au-
thorization of State Hazardous Waste Man-
agement Program Revision [FRL–7889–8] re-
ceived April 21, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

1737. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Revision of December 2000 
Regulatory Finding on the Emissions of Haz-
ardous Air Pollutants from Electric Utility 
Steam Generating Units and the Removal of 

Coal- and Oil-fired Electric Utility Steam 
Generating Units from the Section 112(c) 
List [OAR–2002–0056; FRL–7887–7] (RIN: 2060–
AM96) received April 21, 2005, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

1738. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Standards of Performance for 
New and Existing Stationary Sources: Elec-
tronic Utility Steam Generating Units 
[OAR–2002–0056; FRL–7888–1] (RIN: 2060-AJ65) 
received April 21, 2005, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

1739. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, 
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Reporting Requirement for Changes in Sta-
tus For Public Utilities With Market-Based 
Rate Authority [Docket No. RM04–14–000; 
Order No. 652] received March 11, 2005, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce.

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows:

Mr. NEY: Committee on House Adminis-
tration. House Resolution 239. Resolution 
dismissing the election contest relating to 
the office of Representative from the Sixth 
Congressional District of Tennessee (Rept. 
109–57). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. THOMAS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. House Resolution 170. Resolution of 
inquiry requesting the President to transmit 
certain information to the House of Rep-
resentatives respecting a claim made by the 
President on February 16, 2005, at a meeting 
Portsmouth, New Hampshire, that there is 
not a Social Security Trust; adversely (Rept. 
109–58) Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DREIER: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 241. Resolution providing for the 
adoption of the resolution (H. Res. 240) 
amending the rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives to reinstate certain provisions 
of the rules relating to procedures of the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct 
to the form in which those provisions existed 
at the close of the 108th Congress. (Rept. 109–
59) Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. PUTNAM: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 242. Resolution waiving a require-
ment of clause 6(a) rule XIII with respect to 
consideration of certain resolutions reported 
from the Committee on Rules. (Rept. 109–60) 
Referred to the House Calendar.

f 

REPORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, bills and 
reports were delivered to the Clerk for 
printing, and bills referred as follows:

Mr. BOEHNER: Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. H.R. 742. A bill to amend 
the Occupational Safety and Health Act of 
1970 to provide for the award of attorneys’ 
fees and costs to small employers when such 
employers prevail in litigation prompted by 
the issuance of a citation by the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administration; re-
ferred to the Committee on Judiciary for a 
period ending not later than May 6, 2005, for 
consideration of such provisions of the bill as 
fall within the jurisdiction of that com-
mittee pursuant to clause 1(1), rule X (Rept. 
109–61, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred, as follows: 

By Ms. VEĹAZQUEZ (for herself, Ms. 
BEAN, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. CASE, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. COOPER): 

H.R. 1868. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to provide for increased access to 
capital for small businesses under the sec-
tion 7(a) loan program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Small Business. 

By Mr. THORNBERRY: 
H.R. 1869. A bill to improve the conduct of 

strategic communication by the Federal 
Government; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

By Mr. FOLEY (for himself, Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida, Mr. PUTNAM, Mr. 
MACK, Ms. HARRIS, Mr. FEENEY, Mr. 
FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. PAUL, Mr. 
JINDAL, and Mrs. KELLY): 

H.R. 1870. A bill to expedite payments of 
certain Federal emergency assistance au-
thorized pursuant to the Robert T. Stafford 
Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance 
Act, and to direct the Secretary of Homeland 
Security to exercise certain authority pro-
vided under such Act; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mrs. DRAKE (for herself, Mr. 
FORBES, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. 
GRAVES, Mr. KIRK, Ms. HART, Mr. AL-
EXANDER, Mr. TANNER, Mr. STEARNS, 
Mr. SESSIONS, Miss MCMORRIS, Mr. 
MURPHY, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. 
EHLERS, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. GOODE, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. BURGESS, Mr. 
KUHL of New York, and Mr. TAYLOR 
of Mississippi): 

H.R. 1871. A bill to provide liability protec-
tion to nonprofit volunteer pilot organiza-
tions flying for public benefit and to the pi-
lots and staff of such organizations; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for 
himself, Mr. CANTOR, Mr. RYAN of 
Wisconsin, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. 
JINDAL, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. AKIN, Mr. 
GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. HERGER, Mr. 
NEUGEBAUER, Mr. CAMP, Mrs. DRAKE, 
Mr. PENCE, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. 
BEAUPREZ, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr. BRADY of 
Texas, and Mr. CHOCOLA): 

H.R. 1872. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide tax incentives 
for the purchase of qualified health insur-
ance, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BASS (for himself, Mr. DAVIS of 
Florida, Mr. COOPER, and Mr. BRAD-
LEY of New Hampshire): 

H.R. 1873. A bill to amend the Clean Air 
Act to establish a national uniform multiple 
air pollutant regulatory program for the 
electric generating sector; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. ANDREWS: 
H.R. 1874. A bill to improve national pier 

inspections and safety standards; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

By Mr. BERRY: 
H.R. 1875. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to study the suitability and 
feasibility of designating the Wolf House, lo-
cated in Norfolk, Arkansas, as a unit of the 
National Park System, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Mr. BLUMENAUER (for himself, 
Ms. HOOLEY, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, 
and Mr. CHABOT): 

H.R. 1876. A bill to establish a national 
demonstration project to improve interven-
tion programs for the most disadvantaged 

children and youth, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

By Mr. CAMP: 
H.R. 1877. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on hydraulic control units; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CAMP: 
H.R. 1878. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on shield asy-steering gear; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CAMP: 
H.R. 1879. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to modify the unrelated 
business taxable income rules; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1880. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2,4-Dichloroaniline; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1881. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2-Acetylbutyrolactone; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1882. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Alkylketone; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1883. A bill to reduce temporarily the 

duty on Cyfluthrin (Baythroid); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1884. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Beta-cyfluthrin; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1885. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Deltamethrin; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1886. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on cyclopropane-1,1-dicarboxylic acid, 
dimethyl ester; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1887. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Spiroxamine; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1888. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Spiromesifen; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1889. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on Ethoprop; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1890. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Propiconazole; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1891. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 4-Chlorobenzaldehyde; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1892. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Oxadiazon; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1893. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on 2-Chlorobenzyl chlo-
ride; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1894. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on NaHP; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1895. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on Iprodione; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1896. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on Fosetyl-Al; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1897. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on Flufenacet (FOE Hy-

droxy); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GARY G. MILLER of California 
(for himself, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. 
SHIMKUS, Mr. PAUL, Mr. WILSON of 
South Carolina, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. 
GILCHREST, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. DUNCAN, 
Mrs. BONO, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. GOODE, Mr. BURTON of In-
diana, Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. 
MILLER of Florida, Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mr. MANZULLO, Mr. CAMP, 
Mr. CANNON, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, 
Mr. MACK, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin, 
Mr. KUHL of New York, Mr. TERRY, 
Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mr. CULBERSON, Ms. 
HART, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr. GARRETT of 
New Jersey, Mr. COSTELLO, Mr. 
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, Mr. SOUDER, Mr. FERGUSON, 
Mr. COX, Mr. ROGERS of Michigan, 
Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. 
KENNEDY of Minnesota, and Mr. 
ADERHOLT): 

H.R. 1898. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the excise tax on 
telephone and other communications serv-
ices; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1899. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Phosphorus Thiochloride; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1900. A bill to extend the temporary 

suspension of duty on Methanol, sodium salt; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CLEAVER: 
H.R. 1901. A bill to reduce temporarily the 

duty on Trifloxystrobin; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. OWENS, Ms. MCCOLLUM of 
Minnesota, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
PALLONE, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, 
Mr. NADLER, Mr. GENE GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Mr. FRANK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. WAXMAN, Ms. LEE, Mr. 
ENGEL, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
LANTOS, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. MCGOV-
ERN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. 
JEFFERSON, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mrs. 
MCCARTHY, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. BRADY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. GRIJALVA, 
Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. 
CLAY, Mr. OLVER, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 
DAVIS of Illinois, Ms. KILPATRICK of 
Michigan, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 
EVANS, and Mr. HOLT): 

H.R. 1902. A bill to provide for paid sick 
leave to ensure that Americans can address 
their own health needs and the health needs 
of their families; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce, and in addition to 
the Committees on Government Reform, and 
House Administration, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. DELAY: 
H.R. 1903. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on phosphoric acid, lanthanum salt, ce-
rium terbium-doped; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DELAY: 
H.R. 1904. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on lutetium oxide; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DOOLITTLE: 
H.R. 1905. A bill to amend the Small Tracts 

Act to facilitate the exchange of small tracts 
of land, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources, and in addition to the 
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Committee on Agriculture, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. ETHERIDGE: 
H.R. 1906. A bill to reduce temporarily the 

duty on ACM; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. ETHERIDGE: 
H.R. 1907. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Permethrin; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ETHERIDGE: 
H.R. 1908. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Thidiazuron; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ETHERIDGE: 
H.R. 1909. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Flutolanil; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ETHERIDGE: 
H.R. 1910. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Resmethrin; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ETHERIDGE: 
H.R. 1911. A bill to reduce temporarily the 

duty on Clothianidin; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRAVES: 
H.R. 1912. A bill to suspend certain non-

essential visas, in order to provide tem-
porary workload relief critical to the suc-
cessful reorganization of the immigration 
and naturalization functions of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, to ensure that 
the screening and monitoring of arriving im-
migrants and nonimmigrants, and the deter-
rence of entry and settlement by illegal or 
unauthorized aliens, is sufficient to maintain 
the integrity of the sovereign borders of the 
United States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOBSON: 
H.R. 1913. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on ACRYPET UT100; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HONDA: 
H.R. 1914. A bill to amend the Harmonized 

Tariff Schedule of the United States to pro-
vide that the calculation of the duty imposed 
on imported cherries that are provisionally 
preserved does not include the weight of the 
preservative materials of the cherries; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HULSHOF: 
H.R. 1915. A bill to reduce temporarily the 

duty on diethyl ketone; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HULSHOF: 
H.R. 1916. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 5-Amino-1-[2,6-dichloro-4- (trifluoro-
methyl)phenyl]-4-[(1R,S)-(trifluoromethyl)-
sulfiny] -1H-pyrazole-3-carbonitrile; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HULSHOF: 
H.R. 1917. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2,3-Pyridinedicarboxylic acid; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HULSHOF: 
H.R. 1918. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 80% 2,3-Dimethylbutylnitrile and 
20% toluene; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. HULSHOF: 
H.R. 1919. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 2,3-Quinolinedicarboxylic acid; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HULSHOF: 
H.R. 1920. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on p-Chlorophenylglycine; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HULSHOF: 
H.R. 1921. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 3,5-Difluoroaniline; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HULSHOF: 
H.R. 1922. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 1,3-Dibromo-5-dimethyl-hydantoin; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HULSHOF: 
H.R. 1923. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on booster and master cyl asy-brake; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HULSHOF: 
H.R. 1924. A bill to reduce temporarily the 

duty on certain transaxles; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HULSHOF: 
H.R. 1925. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on converter asy; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HULSHOF: 
H.R. 1926. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on module and bracket asy-power steer-
ing; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HULSHOF: 
H.R. 1927. A bill to reduce temporarily the 

duty on unit asy-battery hi volt; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LATOURETTE: 
H.R. 1928. A bill to allow the entry of cer-

tain United States-origin defense articles 
into bonded warehouses and foreign-trade 
zones; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

By Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky (for him-
self, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, and Mr. 
ROGERS of Kentucky): 

H.R. 1929. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to update the optional 
methods for computing net earnings from 
self-employment; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. LUCAS (for himself, Mr. 
OSBORNE, Mr. CASE, Mr. HINOJOSA, 
Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, and Mr. 
MORAN of Kansas): 

H.R. 1930. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Credit Act of 1987 to reauthorize State medi-
ation programs; to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

By Mrs. MCCARTHY: 
H.R. 1931. A bill to amend chapter 44 of 

title 18, United States Code, to extend the 
firearm and ammunition prohibitions appli-
cable to convicted felons to those convicted 
in a foreign court; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mrs. MILLER of Michigan: 
H.R. 1932. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to standardize the grade speci-
fied by law for the senior dental officer of 
the Air Force with that of the senior dental 
officer of the Army; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. PALLONE (for himself, Mr. 
TOWNS, Mr. RANGEL, and Ms. LEE): 

H.R. 1933. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Education to make grants to eligible 
schools to assist such schools to discontinue 
use of a derogatory or discriminatory name 
or depiction as a team name, mascot, or 
nickname, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. PITTS (for himself, Mr. SMITH 
of New Jersey, and Mr. LOBIONDO): 

H.R. 1934. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on certain vinyl chloride-vinyl acetate 
copolymers; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: 
H.R. 1935. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Clomazone; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: 
H.R. 1936. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Flonicamid; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: 
H.R. 1937. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Bifenthrin; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. REYNOLDS: 
H.R. 1938. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on Chloropivaloyl Chloride; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ROHRABACHER: 
H.R. 1939. A bill to prohibit funds appro-

priated for the Export-Import Bank of the 

United States, any international financial 
institution, or the North American Develop-
ment Bank from being used for loans to any 
country until the country has honored all 
United States requests to extradite crimi-
nals who have committed a crime punishable 
by life imprisonment or death; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. RUSH (for himself, Mrs. CAPPS, 
Mrs. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs. 
DAVIS of California, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. 
GUTIERREZ, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. 
HOLDEN, Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. JACKSON of 
Illinois, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, 
Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island, Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. LANTOS, Ms. LEE, Ms. 
ZOE LOFGREN of California, Mrs. 
MALONEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, Mr. MILLER of North Carolina, 
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, Mr. NADLER, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
OLVER, Mr. OWENS, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. SANDERS, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
WATT, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WEXLER, Ms. 
WOOLSEY, Mr. WYNN, Mr. HOLT, Ms. 
ESHOO, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. 
MCINTYRE, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. STRICK-
LAND, Mrs. TAUSCHER, and Ms. WA-
TERS): 

H.R. 1940. A bill to provide for research on, 
and services for individuals with, postpartum 
depression and psychosis; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. SESSIONS: 
H.R. 1941. A bill to reduce temporarily the 

duty on triethylene glycol bis[3-(3-tert-
butyl-4-hydroxy-5-methylphenyl)propionate]; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SHAW (for himself, Mr. FOLEY, 
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, and Mr. 
ENGLISH of Pennsylvania): 

H.R. 1942. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to impose penalties for the 
failure of 527 organizations to comply with 
disclosure requirements; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SHERMAN: 
H.R. 1943. A bill to amend chapter 1 of title 

3, United States Code, relating to Presi-
dential succession; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIMMONS (for himself, Mr. 
SHAW, Mr. PAUL, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. 
MARSHALL, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. MUSGRAVE, Mr. MICHAUD, 
Mr. KENNEDY of Minnesota, Mr. 
HAYES, Mr. KLINE, Mr. GOODLATTE, 
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. 
MCCOTTER, Mr. OTTER, Mr. JENKINS, 
and Mr. MCHUGH): 

H.R. 1944. A bill to reduce temporarily the 
duty on certain articles of natural cork; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SIMMONS (for himself and Mr. 
ETHERIDGE): 

H.R. 1945. A bill to provide temporary duty 
reductions for certain cotton fabrics, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and in addition to the Commit-
tees on Agriculture, and Financial Services, 
for a period to be subsequently determined 
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. STARK: 
H.R. 1946. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 

Social Security Act to expand and improve 
coverage of mental health services under the 
Medicare Program; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 
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By Mr. LARSEN of Washington (for 

himself and Mr. MCDERMOTT): 
H.J. Res. 45. A joint resolution authorizing 

special awards to World War I and World War 
II veterans of the United States Navy Armed 
Guard; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mrs. MCCARTHY (for herself and 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California): 

H. Con. Res. 139. Concurrent resolution 
supporting the goals and ideas of a National 
Child Care Worthy Wage Day; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Michigan (for him-
self, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. MCCOTTER, Mr. 
HOEKSTRA, Mr. CAMP, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
KNOLLENBERG, Mrs. MILLER of Michi-
gan, and Mr. SCHWARZ of Michigan): 

H. Con. Res. 140. Concurrent resolution rec-
ognizing and affirming the efforts of the 
Great Lakes Governors and Premiers in de-
veloping a common standard for decisions re-
lating to withdrawal of water from the Great 
Lakes and urging that management author-
ity over the Great Lakes should remain vest-
ed with the Governors and Premiers; to the 
Committee on International Relations. 

By Mr. NEY: 
H. Res. 239. A resolution dismissing the 

election contest relating to the office of Rep-
resentative from the Sixth Congressional 
District of Tennessee; considered and agreed 
to. 

By Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: 
H. Res. 240. A resolution amending the 

Rules of the House of Representatives to re-
instate certain provisions of the rules relat-
ing to procedures of the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct to the form in 
which those provisions existed at the close of 
the 108th Congress. 

By Mr. COOPER (for himself, Mr. TAY-
LOR of Mississippi, and Mr. SHAW): 

H. Res. 243. A resolution recognizing the 
Coast Guard, the Coast Guard Auxiliary, and 
the National Safe Boating Council for their 
efforts to promote National Safe Boating 
Week; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. FILNER (for himself and Mrs. 
BONO): 

H. Res. 244. A resolution commemorating 
the 100th anniversary of the creation of the 
Salton Sea; to the Committee on Resources. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas (for herself, Mrs. CAPPS, Mrs. 
MCCARTHY, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. 
PALLONE, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 
CARDOZA, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. CONYERS, 
Mr. TERRY, Mr. HALL, Mr. OWENS, Mr. 
MCNULTY, Mr. WATT, Mr. MOORE of 
Kansas, Mr. TANNER, and Mr. 
MCCOTTER): 

H. Res. 245. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of National Nurses Week; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island (for 
himself and Mr. RAMSTAD): 

H. Res. 246. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the House of Representatives that 
there should be established a National Drug 
Court Month, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

By Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD (for 
herself and Mr. GARY G. MILLER of 
California): 

H. Res. 247. A resolution commending the 
Southern California Association of Govern-
ments for Forty Years of Planning and Advo-
cacy in Transportation, Air Quality, and 
Growth Management; to the Committee on 
Government Reform.

f 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private 
bills and resolutions of the following 

titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. MCCOTTER: 
H.R. 1947. A bill to provide for the reliqui-

dation of certain entries; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MCCOTTER: 
H.R. 1948. A bill to provide for the reliqui-

dation of certain entries; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MCCOTTER: 
H.R. 1949. A bill to provide for the reliqui-

dation of certain entries; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means.

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 16: Mr. KLINE. 
H.R. 22: Ms. KAPTUR and Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R. 66: Mr. WALSH. 
H.R. 97: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico. 
H.R. 98: Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr. ALEXANDER, 

and Mr. MILLER of Florida. 
H.R. 111: Mr. COSTA and Mrs. WILSON of 

New Mexico. 
H.R. 176: Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. LEE, and Ms. 

MATSUI. 
H.R. 227: Mr. NADLER. 
H.R. 292: Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. 
H.R. 305: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. INGLIS of 

South Carolina, and Mr. HAYES. 
H.R. 314: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. 
H.R. 331: Mr. PASTOR and Mr. BECERRA. 
H.R. 341: Mr. COSTELLO. 
H.R. 400: Mr. RENZI. 
H.R. 416: Mr. ROGERS of Alabama. 
H.R. 425: Mr. CUMMINGS.
H.R. 438: Mrs. TAUSCHER and Ms. ROYBAL-

ALLARD. 
H.R. 478: Mr. CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 500: Mr. LATHAM, Mr. BURTON of Indi-

ana, Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida, Mr. 
JINDAL, and Mr. BOUSTANY. 

H.R. 503: Mr. INSLEE, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. LINDER. 

H.R. 513: Ms. LEE. 
H.R. 519: Mr. CONAWAY. 
H.R. 521: Ms. HOOLEY and Mr. PRICE of 

North Carolina. 
H.R. 554: Mr. CHABOT, Mr. WESTMORELAND, 

and Mr. BOUSTANY. 
H.R. 583: Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia. 
H.R. 596: Mr. KIND, Mr. NEUGEBAUER, Mr. 

INGLIS of South Carolina, and Mrs. MCCAR-
THY. 

H.R. 652: Mr. BOOZMAN and Mr. MORAN of 
Kansas. 

H.R. 669: Mr. WU. 
H.R. 687: Mr. SKELTON. 
H.R. 747: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. COSTA. 
H.R. 759: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 
H.R. 761: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts, Mr. 

MEEKS of New York, Mr. COSTA, Ms. 
HERSETH, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. 
HOOLEY, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. SABO, Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. WEINER, 
Mr. HONDA, Mr. LYNCH, Mr. FORD, Mr. SCOTT 
of Virginia, Mr. INSLEE, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of 
Texas, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, and Ms. 
MATSUI.

H.R. 762: Mr. RADANOVICH. 
H.R. 783: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. ISRAEL, and Mr. 

NORWOOD. 
H.R. 791: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. 
H.R. 870: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. MCDERMOTT, and 

Mr. OWENS. 
H.R. 874: Mr. BONILLA, Mr. WELDON of Flor-

ida, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, and Mr. WESTMORE-
LAND. 

H.R. 884: Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin and Mr. 
GEORGE MILLER of California. 

H.R. 920: Mr. BONILLA, Mr. HALL, Mr. MCIN-
TYRE, and Mr. TOWNS. 

H.R. 923: Mr. CARTER and Mr. WALDEN of 
Oregon. 

H.R. 939: Mrs. MALONEY and Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ.

H.R. 946: Mr. JACKSON of Illinois, Mr. 
PAYNE, and Mr. SERRANO. 

H.R. 968: Mr. LAHOOD, Mr. BLUMENAUER, 
Mr. WELDON of Florida, Mr. BEAUPREZ, Mr. 
HALL, Mr. GOODE, Mr. BOOZMAN, and Mr. 
FRANKS of Arizona. 

H.R. 997: Mr. HOEKSTRA. 
H.R. 998: Mr. SULLIVAN. 
H.R. 1010: Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, Mr. 

BLUMENAUER, Mr. FORD, and Mr. CASE. 
H.R. 1029: Mr. OTTER. 
H.R. 1048: Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 1078: Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 1079: Mr. HOEKSTRA. 
H.R. 1080: Mr. TIERNEY and Ms. WASSERMAN 

SCHULTZ. 
H.R. 1081: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 
H.R. 1116: Mr. OWENS and Mr. PASCRELL.
H.R. 1136: Mr. SHERMAN and Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 1139: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY and Mr. AN-

DREWS. 
H.R. 1153: Mr. SCHIFF, Ms. MATSUI, Mrs. 

MALONEY, and Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 1155: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 1215: Mr. HOLT. 
H.R. 1227: Mr. EMANUEL, Mr. KIRK, Mr. 

BLUMENAUER, and Mr. CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 1262: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Ms. HART, 

Mr. FOLEY, and Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 
H.R. 1298: Mr. OWENS, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. 

JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 
GORDON, Mr. PAUL, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr. BAIRD, 
and Mrs. CHRISTENSEN. 

H.R. 1309: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 1313: Mr. HAYES. 
H.R. 1314: Mr. CHANDLER. 
H.R. 1339: Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R. 1352: Mr. CARNAHAN, Mr. WEXLER, Mr. 

WALSH, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr. SKELTON, 
Mr. FITZPATRICK of Pennsylvania, Mr. LAN-
TOS, Mr. FILNER, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. 
BLUMENAUER, Mr. WEINER, and Mr. WU. 

H.R. 1355: Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 1358: Mr. GRIJALVA, Mrs. DRAKE, Mr. 

SIMMONS, and Mr. PASTOR. 
H.R. 1361: Mrs. DRAKE. 
H.R. 1364: Mr. SKELTON. 
H.R. 1373: Mr. LYNCH, Mr. SANDERS, and 

Mr. SIMMONS. 
H.R. 1384: Mr. LINDER.
H.R. 1405: Mr. PAYNE. 
H.R. 1406: Mr. CARTER. 
H.R. 1409: Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. PENCE, and 

Mr. TANCREDO. 
H.R. 1422: Mr. LINDER. 
H.R. 1451: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. BECERRA, 

Mr. SHERMAN, and Ms. BALDWIN. 
H.R. 1469: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. 
H.R. 1471: Ms. SOLIS. 
H.R. 1480: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas and 

Mr. HIGGINS. 
H.R. 1499: Mr. RADANOVICH, Mr. BRADY of 

Texas, Mr. CANTOR, Mr. FEENEY, Mr. BART-
LETT of Maryland, Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. 
WILSON of South Carolina, Mr. HOSTETTLER, 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. 
MARCHANT, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of 
Texas, Mr. MCCAUL of Texas, Mr. CARTER, 
Mr. KUHL of New York, and Mr. JINDAL. 

H.R. 1500: Mr. GOODLATTE. 
H.R. 1505: Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Mrs. 

BLACKBURN, Mrs. JO ANN DAVIS of Virginia, 
Mr. TERRY, Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. COLE of Okla-
homa, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. WAMP, Mr. DENT, and 
Mr. CRENSHAW. 

H.R. 1508: Mr. TIERNEY. 
H.R. 1510: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. 

LINDER, Mr. DAVIS of Alabama, Mr. MAN-
ZULLO, and Mr. RADANOVICH. 

H.R. 1511: Mrs. MCCARTHY, Mr. WELDON of 
Florida, and Miss MCMORRIS. 

H.R. 1518: Mr. RANGEL. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 06:03 Apr 28, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00096 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\L27AP7.100 H27PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2649April 27, 2005
H.R. 1522: Mr. BOUCHER.
H.R. 1545: Mr. WALSH. 
H.R. 1548: Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. PUTNAM, Mr. 

ROSS, Mr. WELLER, Mr. WILSON of South 
Carolina, Mr. REYES, Mr. SHUSTER, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. PENCE, Ms. GRANGER, Mr. 
SIMPSON, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. REGULA, Mr. GER-
LACH, Mr. SKELTON, Ms. HART, Mr. WICKER, 
Mr. LATHAM, Mr. CARDOZA, Mr. PICKERING, 
Mr. MICA, Mr. LAHOOD, and Mr. DENT.

H.R. 1558: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H.R. 1575: Mr. KILDEE and Mr. GOODLATTE. 
H.R. 1578: Mr. LANGEVIN, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 

CROWLEY, and Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
H.R. 1588: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. GENE GREEN of 

Texas, and Mr. STUPAK. 
H.R. 1591: Mr. DINGELL, Mr. MCHUGH, and 

Mrs. BIGGERT. 
H.R. 1592: Mr. DINGELL, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. 

MCHUGH, and Mr. MCCOTTER.
H.R. 1597: Mr. KUHL of New York, Mr. 

MCGOVERN, Mr. MCHUGH, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, and Mr. RANGEL. 

H.R. 1598: Mr. MICHAUD and Mr. TERRY.

H.R. 1618: Mr. SHADEGG. 
H.R. 1633: Mr. HOBSON. 
H.R. 1635: Mr. WALDEN of Oregon. 
H.R. 1639: Ms. SCHWARTZ of Pennsylvania, 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mrs. 
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
MOORE of Kansas, and Mr. STUPAK. 

H.R. 1642: Mrs. MUSGRAVE and Mr. FRANKS 
of Arizona.

H.R. 1650: Mr. FOLEY. 
H.R. 1652: Ms. DELAURO. 
H.R. 1671: Mr. GOODE and Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 1686: Mr. MENENDEZ. 
H.R. 1688: Mr. KUCINICH and Mr. FRANK of 

Massachusetts. 
H.R. 1696: Mr. BARROW, Mr. EMANUEL, and 

Mr. POMEROY. 
H.R. 1749: Mr. JINDAL. 
H.R. 1759: Mr. GORDON. 
H.R. 1764: Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. 
H.R. 1791: Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 1859: Mr. CHANDLER. 
H.R. 1861: Mr. OLVER. 
H.J. Res. 23: Ms. BERKLEY and Ms. WOOL-

SEY. 

H. Con. Res. 71: Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. 
H. Con. Res. 108: Mr. MEEKS of New York, 

Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. SABO, and Mr. COSTELLO. 
H. Con. Res. 127: Mr. MORAN of Virginia, 

Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. CAPUANO, and Ms. 
MILLENDER-MCDONALD. 

H. Con. Res. 128: Mr. HAYWORTH. 
H. Res. 186: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 
H. Res. 195: Mr. BOOZMAN and Mr. POE. 
H. Res. 214: Mr. NEUGEBAUER. 
H. Res. 221: Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H. Res. 223: Mr. CROWLEY. 

f 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 1636: Mr. GEORGE MILLER of Cali-
fornia. 
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